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DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  HUMAN  SOUL. 

Ke^/uou  nifffAAt, — Constit.  Ap.  L.  vii,  c.  34* 

731.  The  First  Part  of  Psychology,  treating  of  the 
essence  of  the  human  soul,  belongs  to  antiquity ;  the 
Second,  which  treats  of  its  development,  belongs  rather  to 
modern  times.  These  are  a  continuation  of  ancient  times, 
in  the  same  way  that  the  development  of  the  faculties,  and 
the  continued  putting  forth  of  their  virtues  with  greater 
and  greater  distinctness  and  in  ever  new  forms,  varying  our 
ever  identical  humanity,  are  a  continuation  of  the  essence 
of  the  soul.  In  truth,  just  as  the  soul  naturally  goes 
forward  from  its  essence  to  its  operations,  so  the  minds 
of  men  who  apply  themselves  to  meditation  upon  them- 
selves, naturally  proceed  in  this  way :  first,  they  inquire 
what  the  soul  is,  and  then  how  it  is  modified,  what  it  does, 
and  how  it  does  it.  This  is  shown  by  the  history  of  philo- 
sophy. But  there  is  this  very  note-worthy  difference  be- 
tween the  progress  of  the  soul  to  its  spontaneous  develop- 
ment in  the  life  of  man,  and  the  progress  of  psychological 
science  through  the  various  ages  of  the  life  of  the  human 
race,  that  the  soul,  though  it  develope  ever  so  far,  even  to 
its  last  acts,  never  abandons  itself,  even  the  extreme  acts 
remaining  necessarily  united  to  the  root  which  produces 
them,  whereas  the  reflection  and  attention  of  the  philo- 
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sopher  who  wanders  far  from  his  original  subject,  at  last 
forgets,  from  a  kind  of  limitation  and  fatigue,  the  point 
from  which  it  set  out,  and  to  which,  therefore,  it  ought  to 
return.     And  this  forgetfulness  is  the  decay  of  philosophy, 
which,  having  abandoned  the  essences  of  things,  so  eagerly 
and  generously  sought  at  the  first,  comes  gradually  to  con« 
fine  itself  to  their  efficiences  and  effects.      For  these,  when 
separated  from  their  first  and  substantial  cause,  remain 
vain  phenomena,  inexplicable  appearances.     This  circum- 
stance  explains  why,  after  most  flourishing  periods  of  pro« 
found  philosophy,  in  which  there  shine  forth  upon  all  the 
world  minds  of  the  highest  nobility,  courage  and  sublimity,. 
rapt  by  divine  enthusiasm  to  the  contemplation  of  the  true, 
and  reaching  across  the  centuries,  there  follows  what,  at 
first  sight,  would  seem  impossible :  progress  itself  brings 
about  other  periods,  in  which  philosophy,  the  heir  of  so 
many  monuments  and  of  so  many  ancient  truths,  appears, 
nevertheless,  altogether  superficial,  material,  lifeless,  with- 
out a  spark  of  genius  to  warm  it.     It  was  in  this  degraded 
condition,  ragged  and  neglected,  yet  still  proud,  that  it 
wandered  through  our  streets  in  the  eighteenth  century. 
Though  many  causes    contributed    to    reduce   it  to   this 
miserable  condition,  the  principal  and  deepest  seems  to  us 
to  have  been  the  psychological   one  to  which  we  have 
referred,  and  to  which  the  others  are,  perhaps,  related  as 
effects  or  secondary  causes.     It  seems  to  us  that  this 
unfortunate  condition  of  things  was  not  due  to  the  want  of 
powerful  minds,  since  the  abundance  of  such  minds  is 
plainly  evidenced  by  the  great  social  revolutions  that  took 
place  in  those  times,  as  well  as  by  the  flourishing  condition 
of  the  sciences,  the  arts  and  commerce,  but  to  the  above- 
mentioned  law  of  mental  progress,  which  from  generation 
to  generation  passes    through  a  series  of   thoughts  so 
ordered  that  the  first  deals  with  the  nature  of  things,  and 
the  rest,  in  slow  succession,  with  the  operations  and  acts 
of  the  different  natures ;  the  result  of  which  is  that  the 
last,  being  farthest  from  the  first,  and  taking  entire  posses- 
sion of  the  minds  of  men,  withdraw  them  from  the  thoughts 
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that  went  before,  and  especially  turn  their  attention  away 
from  the  first  act  which  generates  the  whole  series,  thus 
breaking  the  chain  of  scientific  truths,  and  rendering 
human  knowledge,  one  hardly  sees  why,  superficial  and 
ignoble.  The  mysterious  reason  lies  simply  in  this,  that 
the  ultimate  truths,  the  final  conclusions,  have  neither 
value,  stability,  nor  reason,  from  the  moment  they  cesise  to 
relate  themselves  to  their  immovable  principle,  that  is,  to 
the  nature  and  essence  of  things.  The  philosophy  of  last 
century  confessed  that  it  lacked  this  firmest  of  bases, 
even  boasting  of  its  shame ;  for  the  philosophers  of  that 
time  gloried  in  nothing  so  much  as  in  decllaring  "  that  they 
did  not  wish  to  enter  into  any  discussion  regarding  the 
essence"  of  things,  and  in  proclaiming,  with  an  over- 
bearing pride  which  aped  humility,  that  "the  essence  of 
things  is  unthinkable  " — ^a  maxim  which  is  the  true  prin- 
ciple, the  source,  of  all  superficial  knowledge.* 

But  that  most  vain  period  of  philosophical  superficiality, 
that  is,  of  materiality  and  sensism,  is  now,  thank  Grod! 
past,  or,  at  least,  is  parsing,  and  men  are  already  begin- 
ning to  feel  that  the  broken  chain  must  again  be  united, 
and  all  its  links  securely  fastened  together  from  the  first  to 
the  last.  To  aid  this  most  useful  and  necessary  work,  we 
have  directed  our  efforts,  as  best  we  could  ;  and,  therefore, 
to  the  modem  part  of  psychology,  which  deals  with  the 
development  of  the  soul,  and  which  still  remains  to  be 
expounded,  we  have  prefixed  the  ancient  part,  which  deals 
with  the  essence  of  the  soul,  and  which  is  almost  entirely 
forgotten  in  ordinary  treatises,  refashioning  and  restoring 
it  in  such  a  way  as  (we  trust)  will  not  offend  the  taste  of 
our  contemporaries. 

732.  The  advantage  which  science  derives,  and  the 
perfection  which  it  acquires  from  this  mode  of  treatment, 
will  appear  in  the  sequel.  At  present,  without  fiirther 
preamble,  let  us  place  before  the  readers  the  principal 
division  of  this  Second  Part,  on  which  we  are  about  to 
enter,  of  our  psychological  investigations. 

•  Theodicy y  no.  138. 

A  2 


4  PSYCHOLOGY, 

When  we  undertake  to  trace  accurately  the  develop- 
ment of  the  human  soul,  and  to  construct  a  theory  of  this 
development,  two  questions  of  equal  moment  and  equal 
urgency  present  themselves  to  us : 

i.°  What  acts,  powers,  functions,  habits,  does  the 
human  soul  of  itself  produce  r 

2.°  What  laws  does  the  human  soul  follow  in  this  its 
continual  production  and  operation  ? 

733-  Of  these  two  questions,  the  first  calls  for  analytic 
reasoning,  because  its  purpose  is  to  break  up,  so  to  speak, 
the  essence  of  the  human  soul  into  all  the  various  activities 
of  which  it  is  made  up  ;  the  second,  on  the  contrary,  calls 
for  a  synthetic  process,  because  it  seeks  to  unite,  under 
certain  universal  laws,  the  different  modes  of  action  through 
which  the  soul  continually  diffuses  itself,  thus  reducing  the 
infinite  multitude  of  its  acts  to  the  simplicity  of  the  norms 
which  nature  lays  down  for  them,  and  from  which  they 
never  deviate. 

From  this  it  is  manifest  that  the  total  material  which 
we  have  in  hand  naturally  falls  into  two  parts,  of  which 
the  first,  setting  out  from  the  essence  of  the  soul,  proceeds 
to  consider  its  very  varied  operations ;  whereas  the  second 
sets  out  with  these  operations  themselves,  and  endeavours 
to  reduce  them  all  at  last  to  that  same  unity  of  essence 
from  which  they  issued  and  in  which  they  rest. 

734.  Let  us,  then,  first  investigate  the  activities  of  the 
human  soul. 

In  this  investigation  we  purpose  not  merely  to  enu- 
merate these  activities  historically,  but  rather  to  deduce 
them,  to  show  how  they  issue  from  the  essence  of  the 
subject  to  which  they  belong.  Hence  our  task  again 
divides  itself  into  two  questions:  (i)  In  what  manner  are 
the  different  activities  of  the  soul  contained  in  its  essence 
and  distinguished  from  it  ?  and  (2),  What  are  these  activi- 
ties, and  in  what  way  may  they  be  enumerated  and 
classified  ? 
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BOOK    I. 

(ANALYTIC.) 

ON  THE  ACTIVITY  OF  THE  HUMAN  SOUL,— HOW  THE 
VARIOUS  ACTIVITIES  OF  THE  SOUL  ARE  DISTINGUISHED- 
FROM  ITS  ESSENCE, 


CHAPTER  I. 

WITHOUT  A  THEORY  OF  THE  ESSENCE  OF  THE  SOUL,  IT 
WOULD  BE  IMPOSSIBLE  TO  DEDUCE  THE  VARIOUS 
HUMAN    ACTIVITIES. 

735.  The  ancients  said  that  the  powers  of  the  human 
soul  are  known  only  from  its  acts.*  They  even  went 
further  and  laid  down  the  general  rule  that  "Directly, 
only  the  actuality  of  beings  is  cogfnizable ;  and  through  it 
alone  can  we  ascertain  what  lies  within  them  potentially  " 
— a  most  excellent  dialectical  and  ontological  principle,t 
which  shows  the  error  (above  alluded  to)  of  those  philo- 
sophers who,  in  treating  of  the  soul,  set  out  with  its 
powers  as  something  known,  instead  of  setting  out  with 
observation  of  its  acts.  Why,  then,  it  may  be  asked,, 
have  you  begun  your  task  with  a  treatment  of  the  essence 
of  the  soul  ? 

736.  I  reply:  It  is  true  that  acts  come  to  our  know- 
ledge before  powers,  but  not  that  they  come  before  essence. 

*  New  Essay f  vol.  ii,  no.  528,  note  2.     Anthropology^  Bk.  Ill,  sec.  ii,  nos.  567 
t  Aristotle,  ibTif/SaM.yiz;  1051a  29  s^.      sqq. 
St.  Thomas,  Lib,  ae  Causis,  Lesson  vi. 
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Along  with  the  acts  is  known  the  essence  which  in  these 
acts  remains  undivided.  But,  although  the  act  and  the 
essence  are  known  at  the  same  time,  the  two  knowledges, 
nevertheless,  stand  to  each  other  in  a  logical  order,  so 
that  the  essence  is  known  first,  and,  in  and  through  it,  the 
accidental  acts  (no.  ii6).  It  is,  indeed,  an  illusion  to 
suppose  that  we  can  know  an  act  without  knowing,  in 
some  way,  the  being  whose  act  it  is,  that  is,  without 
referring  it  to  its  subject.  The  truth  is,  no  act  can  be 
perceived  or  known  by  us  except  as  an  entity,  and,  there- 
fore, we  must  either  take  the  act  itself  as  an  entity,  or 
else  we  must  think  something  else,  in  which  and  through 
which  it  is.  This  we  have  demonstrated  at  length  else- 
where.* We,  therefore,  make  use  of  the  acts  in  which  the 
essence  of  the  soul  issues,  as  a  means  of  acquiring  a  know- 
ledge of  this  essence ;  but  we  must  first  of  all  speak  of  the 
essence  as  the  first  and  natural  foundation  of  all  other 
psychological  knowledge.  This  shows  very  clearly  the 
defect  of  those  psychological  treatises,  which  either  alto- 
gether omit  to  treat,  or  treat  only  in  a  very  superficial  way, 
the  essence  of  the  soul,  as  something  of  small  importance 
and  use,  or  which  even  go  so  far  2is  to  declare  openly  that 
they  do  not  know  what  to  say  about  it. 

737.  Besides  this,  the  authors  of  those  works  have  no 
principle  from  which  rationally  to  deduce  the  human 
powers  and  faculties,  so  that  the  best  they  can  do  is  to 
make  a  sort  of  enumeration  of  them,  empirical,  arbitrary, 
casual,  inconsequent.  They  cannot  show  the  nexus  or 
the  unity  which  holds  them  together  and  is  due  to  their 
common  origin ;  they  cannot  find  any  explanation  of  why 
there  should  be  just  a  given  number,  and  no  more ;  they 
cannot  show  their  internal  relations ;  and  yet  without  these 
things  there  is  no  theory  of  the  soul.  Again,  how  can 
these  authors  solve  the  apparent  contradiction  between  the 
simplicity  of  the  soul  and  the  multitude  of  its  powers  and 
operations  ? 

738.  This  contradiction  is  easily  solved,  when  we  know 

•  New  Essay y  vol.  ii,  nos.  410-412,  &c.    FMosophUal  System^  nos.  90-93. 
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that  the  essence  of  the  soul  consists  solely  in  its  being  the 
first  principle  (nos.  127-129)  of  its  operations,  and  that  a 
real  principle  may  have  a  single  activity  capable  of  pro- 
ducing a  variety  of  efifects  (nos.  140-183). 

But  we  know,  further,  that  a  being,  an  entity,  or 
several  entities  may  exist  in  another  being,  provided  this 
being  is  spiritual  in  its  nature.  The  contrary  is  true  of  the 
reciprocal  relations  of  bodies,  whose  nature  it  is  to  be  im- 
penetrable. We  discovered  this  most  important  onto- 
logical  truth  by  directly  examining  the  facts  with  that 
intellective  observation  which  alone  fiimishes  the  first 
data  of  science.  This  same  truth  brought  us  naturally  to 
the  theory  of  individuality,  because  a  principle  individuates 
itself  through  the  relations,  active,  passive  and  receptive, 
which  it  holds  to  what  is  foreigfn  in  it,  or,  more  generally, 
to  what  is  its  term  (nos.  560-584).  The  truths  thus  dis- 
covered led  us  to  inquire  what  terms  and  what  foreign 
entities  exist  in  the  perfectly  simple  soul  and,  in  larg« 
measure,  constitute  it  by  individuating  it.  When  these 
entities  are  made  out  and  accurately  described  and 
enumerated,  they  explain  to  us  how  it  happens  that  the 
one  virtue  of  the  soul,  when  referred  to  them,  multiplies 
itself,  and  thus  itself  appears  multiple  in  its  acts  and 
efifects,  without  at  the  same  time  ceasing  to  be  one  in 
itself,  that  is,  in  the  principle  which  constitutes  its  essence. 

739.  Hence,  in  the  very  essence  of  the  soul  we  found  all 
those  elements  that  cause  and  that  divide  its  activities,  all 
the  germs  of  its  powers..  We  saw,  indeed,  that  the  human 
soul  is  the  permanent  seat  of  those  entities  that  are  dififerent 
from  it,  but  yet  stand  in  diverse  intimate  relations  to  it : 
(i)  ideal  beings  united  to  it  through  intuition,  (2)  animalityj 
coupled  with  it  by  a  fundamental,  immanent  perception. 
In  this  animality  we  distinguished  several  elements:  (i)  a 
scfisitive  principUy  which,  in  like  manner  contains  other 
entities  which  are  foreign  to  it,  and  to  which  it  is  united 
through  special  relations  of  its  own,  (2)  the  corporeal  ex^ 
tendedy  contained  in  said  principle  through  the  immanent 
relation  of  sensility,  (3)  matter ^  or  a  virtue  which  does  not 
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act  directly  upon  the  sensitive  principle,  but  upon  the  cor- 
poreal extended,  and  violently  alters  it  in  such  a  way  as 
to  be  indirectly  felt  by  the  sensitive  principle  itself.  Thus 
we  have,  in  the  very  essence  of  the  soul,  all  the  roots  of 
human  activities,  the  ground  of  all  the  various  powers  and 
faculties;  and  these  powers  and  faculties  are  by  these 
roots  distinguished  and  determined  to  be  these  rather  than 
those,  just  so  many,  and  neither  one  more  nor  one  less. 
Such  is  the  deduction  of  the  human  powers  from  the 
very  essence  of  the  soul.  This  essence,  therefore,  when 
thoroughly  examined,  furnishes  the  principle  of  their 
legitimate  deduction. 

740.  But,  inasmuch  as  the  development  of  the  soul  is 
a  kind  of  movement  which  leads  it  from  one  state  to 
another,  according  as  that  which  before  was  a  mere 
potentiality  issues  in  an  act,  it  seems  necessary  and 
useful  that  here,  before  we  proceed  further,  we  should 
clear  up  the  two  notions  of  power  and  acty  and,  as  pre- 
liminary to  these,  also  the  notions  oi  form  and  matter. 
This  we  shall  try  to  do  in  such  a  manner  that  the  imperfec- 
tion of  philosophical  language  may  not  prove  a  stumbling 
block  to  us,  and  may  not  prevent  the  minds  of  those  who 
pursue  with  us  the  laborious,  but  pleasant,  path  of  these 
investigations,  from  finding  the  right  road,  without  being 
turned  by  equivocal  or  ambiguous  terms  to  the  right  or 
the  left. 
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ORIGIN   OF   THE   ONTOLOGICAL   NOTIONS   OF    MATTER  AND 

FORM,   POWER  AND  ACT. 

741.  The  word  act  sigfnifies  any  and  every  entity,  and, 
so  regarded,  cannot  be  defined  but  must  be  assumed  as 
known  ;*  nevertheless,  it  does  not  signify  entity  merely,  but 
entity  plus  a  mental  relation  to  potentiality.  Now,  the  mind 
is  led  to  this  distinction  between  act  and  power  by  the 
experience  it  has  of  the  contingent  things  with  which 
it  finds  itself  in  communication.  It,  therefore,  derives  this 
distinction  from  the  finite  realities  which  fall  within  the 
senses ;  it  finds  it  in  feeling  itself,  which  is  reality.  Hence 
we  see  that  man  could  never  deduce  any  such  distinction 
a  priori  from  "  ideal  being "  which  he  intuites  naturally, 
without  some  other  aid,  because  the  ideal  being  intuited 
by  man  imparts  knowledge  of  pure  beingy  and  not,  by  itself 
alone,  of  the  mode  of  being,  or  of  the  order  which  being 
contains  within  it.  This  order  belongs  altogether  to 
reality'y  which  is  experienced  in  feeling.t 

742.  Hence  it  is  that  the  inner  order  of  being  never 
reveals  the  whole  of  itself  to  man,  because  man,  being  a 
limited  real,  communicates  only  with  a  part  of  reality,  and, 
even  with  that,  in  a  limited  mode.J  This  fact  is  what 
essentially  limits  human  knowledge,  and  makes  it  incum- 
bent upon  the  philosopher  to  set  forth  the  ontological 
doctrines  which  he  reaches  through  meditation,  with  the 
modesty  befitting  human  nature,  that  is,  **not  claiming 
to  describe  completely  the  whole  of  being,  or  the  whole 

♦  Anthropology^  nos.  10-13.. 

t  New  Essay,  vol.  iii,  nos.  1438- 1460.    Philosophical  System,  nos.  22-30. 

X  Theodicy,  nos.  397-410. 
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order  of  being,  but  recognising  and  confessing  that  his 
thought  embraces  only  a  minute  part  of  that  immense 
order — that  part  which  it  has  been  granted  to  human 
intelligence  to  know."  This  modesty  is  a  religious  duty 
of  human  nature  as  such.  How  much  more  is  it  a  duty  of 
the  human  individual,  who,  whatever  be  the  excellence  of 
his  intellect,  must  still  believe,  unless  he  is  given  over  to 
folly,  that  his  investigations  fall  far  short  of  the  point 
attainable  by  the  intelligence  of  the  species  ? 

743.  We,  therefore,  fully  conscious  that  we  are  collect- 
ing only  those  elements  of  the  order  of  being  that  are  pre- 
sented to  our  cognition  in  that  limited  portion  of  reality 
which  it  is  granted  to  us  here  below  to  perceive  and 
experience,  and  that  we  are  doing  so  only  to  the  extent  of 
the  powers  of  our  individual  intelligence,  must  out  of 
these  fragments  of  doctrine,  so  to  speak,  construct  that 
imperfect  ontology  which  alone  is  granted  to  man  generally, 
and  to  us  in  particular. 

744.  Now,  the  reality  communicated  to  us  is  wholly 
comprised  in  our  feeling.  In  this  sphere,  as  we  have  else- 
where said,*  as  on  a  stage  whose  curtain  has  been  raised, 
the  mind  is  able  to  seize  real  beings ;  and  those  that  do  not 
play  some  part  upon  this  stage  of  feeling,  it  cannot  in  any 
way  perceive  or  in  any  way  discover  how  they  are  con- 
stituted. We  must,  therefore,  ask:  What  are  those 
realities  that  are  communicated  to  us  in  our  feeling  ? 

745.  We  have  already  found  that  they  are  reducible  to 
three:  (i)  bodies,  (2)  the  soul,  in  so  far  as  it  is  sensitive 
in  a  corporeal  way,  and  (3)  the  same  soul  in  so  far  as 
it  is  intellective.  These  are  the  only  realities  perceivable 
by  us. 

Besides  these,  however,  we  have  still  ideality,  which 
may  be  intuited,  and  is  the  means  whereby  in  perception 
we  know  said  realities. 

746.  Like  all  ontological  notions,  therefore,  which  relate 
to  the  order  of  beings  the  notions  of  matter  and  fornix  of 
power  and  acty  must  be  derived  from  the  experience  which 

♦  Theodicy y  nos.  86,  87,  153. 
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we  have  of  matter,  of  animal  feeling,  and  of  intellective 
feeling ;  and  since  all  of  these  are  finite  and  contingent, 
they  can  supply  us  only  with  notions  belonging  to  the 
order  of  finite  and  contingent  being,  and  consequently 
never  adequate  to  infinite  being  except  through  a  sort  of 
analogy  which  we  shall  elsewhere  explain. 
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CHAPTER  III. 

ORIGIN  OF  THE  NOTION  OF  FIRST  MATTER  [MATERIA  PRIMA]. 

ARTICLE  I. 
Reasoning  enables  us  to  distinguish  body  from  the  corporeal 

PRINCIPLE. 

747.  Let  us  proceed  to  examine  the  conditions  of  that 
being  which  is  called  body.  This  we  shall  do  briefly, 
referring  the  reader  for  details  to  the  Anthropology^  where 
we  have  dealt  with  this  matter  at  length. 

But  first,  let  it  be  observed  that  we  must  consider  body 
as  it  is  immediately  presented  to  us,  because  it  is  as  so  pre- 
sented, and  not  otherwise,  that  it  is  designated  by  the 
word  body.  If,  however,  we  choose  by  reasoning  to  infer 
that  what  we  perceive  presupposes  some  other  antecedent 
virtue  or  entity,  as  the  cause  of  what  we  perceive,  we  must 
remember  that  we  have  reserved  for  this,  immediate  prin- 
ciple of  body,  which  does  not  fall  within  perception,  but 
seems  to  hide  itself,  standing  behind  the  phenomena,  the 
name  of  corporeal  principle,*  It  is  not,  therefore,  from  this 
occult  being,  but  from  perceptible  body,  that  we  must  draw 
the  ontological  notions  of  which  we  are  in  search. 

ARTICLE    II. 
The  Perception  of  Body  furnishes  us  with  three  different  entities y 

the  YJLUl^  the  SENSIFEROUS,   the  FOREIGN  FORCE. 

748.  In  the  Anthropology  (no.  61),  we  distinguished 
between  the  sensi/erous^  which  is  the  proximate  cause  of 
bodily  sensions,  and  the  felt^  or  sensible,  which  is  the 

*  New  Essay,  vol.  ii,  nos.  855,  856. 
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extended  term  peculiar  to  feeling.  But  there  we  included 
under  the  term  sensiferous  both  that  virtue  which  imme- 
diately produces  the  felt  in  the  fundamental  feeling,  and 
that  virtue  which,  operating  in  the  fundamental  feeling, 
modifies  it,  and  thus  causes  sensation.  Now,  however, 
that  we  are  to  push  our  analysis  further,  we  must  dis- 
tinguish between  these  two  virtues  (which,  nevertheless, 
are  reducible  to  one  activity  operating  in  two  ways,  as  we 
shall  see),  by  means  of  two  terms,  and,  therefore,  while 
reserving  the  term  sensiferotis  for  that  virtue  which  under- 
lies the  felt  of  the  fundamental  feeling,  we  shall  give  the 
name  of  external  force  to  that  virtue  which  modifies  the 
fundamental  feeling  itself,  calling  forth  transient  sensa- 
tions in  it. 

749.  Now,  having  thus  explained  the  language  which 
we  intend  to  use  hereafter,  we  say  that  the  perception 
of  body  furnishes  us  with  three  entities,  closely  con- 
nected with  each  other:  (i)  di,  felt  extended,  (2)  an  activity 
which  concurs  in  immediately  producing  this  extended 
felt  in  the  soul,  in  other  words,  the  sensiferous,  and  (3)  a 
foreign  force  which  violently  modifies  the  felt  extended. 

750.  The  concept  of  the  felt  extended,  joined  to  that  of 
the  sensiferous,  is  properly  the  concept  of  corporeality^ 
whereas  the  concept  of  an  agent  causing  a  change  in  the 
felt  is  the  concept  of  materiality. 

751.  The  felt  extended  is  perceived  as  a  kind  of  pro- 
perty of  the  sensiferous,  and  along  with  it  forms  our  own 
bodies ;  still  we  do  not  apply  the  name  of  body  to  it  until 
we  have  cause  to  know  its  solidity,  and  this  takes  place 
only  when  to  the  subjective  experience  of  the  felt  extended 
we  are  able  to  unite  the  data  of  extra^subjective  experience^ 
whereby  we  perceive  the  limits  of  our  own  bodies  through 
superficial  sensations.*  But  in  every  extra-subjective  ex- 
perience^  besides  perceiving  our  own  bodies,  we*perceive 
also  external, force  or  matter,  because  we  feel  an  impulse 
which  changes  our  corporeal  feeling,  so  that,  in  the  same 
place  where  the  new  sensation  arises,  we  also  perceive  an 

•  Anthropology^  nos.  153-238. 
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agent  external  to  our  feeling,  an  agent  which  makes  itself 
known  by  no  other  property  than  the  virtue  whereby  it 
changes  our  felt  [term]. 

752.  Furthermore,  we  soon  observe  that  the  sensiferous, 
the  immediate  cause  of  the  felt  in  us,  has  the  power  to 
change  some  other  parts  of  the  sensiferous,  and  conse- 
quently some  other  parts  of  our  felt  [term]  itself;  whence 
we  conclude  that  our  own  body  is  material^  or  that  it  has 
the  same  property  as  the  foreign  force,  of  operating  with 
violence. 

753.  But  what  is  here  said  will  not  seem  to  furnish  a 
rigorous  demonstration  of  the  identity  of  the  foreign  force 
with  the  sensiferous,  since  it  is  conceivable  that  in  the 
same  place  there  should  be  two  different  entities,  the  sen- 
siferous and  the  foreign  force ;  that  the  first  should  be  pro- 
ductive of  the  felt,  while  the  second  was  the  cause  of  the 
violent  change  in  the  sensiferous,  and  that  between  these 
entities  creative  wisdom  had  placed  a  harmony  of  action, 
so  admirable  that  both  should  manifest  themselves  at  the 
same  time,  in  the  same  place,  according  to  certain  laws. 
The  truth  is  that,  although  the  sensiferous  producing  the 
felt  shows  itself  to  be  an  agent  acting  on  the  sensitive 
principle,  which  is  the  soul,  yet  its  action  is  widely  different 
fi-om  that  which  is  exercised  on  the  agent  itself,  and  makes 
it  act  in  a  different  manner  upon  the  soul.  It  seems,  there- 
fore, that  we  are  here  concerned  with  a  series  of  four  terms, 
the  soul^  which,  in  its  own  way,  is  passive ;  the  felt^  which 
is  produced  in  the  soul ;  the  sensiferous^  which  produces  it ; 
and  di  foreign  force^  which  changes  the  sensiferous — a  force 
which  is  sometimes  manifested  in  the  same  place  with  the 
felt  and  the  sensiferous,  sometimes  in  a  different  place.  In 
these  four  elements  we  certainly  include  every  concept  of 
body  and  of  matter  possessed  by  man. 

Let  us,  therefore,  inquire  and  see  whether  or  not  there 
is,  between  the  sensiferous  and  the  foreign  force,  that 
identity  of  substance  which  is  suggested  by  the  fact  that 
they  occupy  the  same  place,  but  is  discountenanced  by  the 
difference  of  their  effects. 
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ARTICLE   III. 
Difference  between  the  Soul,  the  Sensi/erous,  and  the  Foreign  Force, 

754.  In  order  that  our  inquiry  may  proceed  with  due 
order,  and  not  leave  behind  any  difficulty  likely  to  compli- 
cate the  argument  or  distract  the  attention  of  those  who 
are  following  us,  let  us  begin  by  clearly  marking  the  differ- 
ence between  the  soul  and  the  sensiferous. 

In  the  first  place,  the  action  of  the  soul,  moving  its  own 
body,  must  be  immediate,  at  least,  on  some  part  or  parts 
of  it,  because  there  must  be  in  our  bodies  a  point  at  which 
the  first  motion  is  applied.  Indeed,  even  if  we  suppose 
that  we  move  our  hands  by  means  of  the  movement  of  the 
nerves  which  extend  over  them,  and  that  the  movement 
imparted  to  these  nerves  communicates  itself  longitudi- 
nally, we  must  at  last  come  to  one  or  more  nervous 
extremities  to  which  the  movement  is  directly  communi- 
cated by  the  soul  itself. 

755.  In  the  second  place,  we  must  remember  that  the 
action  of  the  soul  upon  the  body  has  for  its  immediate 
term,  not  the  feliy  but  the  sensiferous^  or  the  force  which 
produces  the  felt.  Indeed,  the  felt  itself  does  not  change, 
except  in  so  far  as  the  force  or  virtue  which  immediately 
produces  it  changes  or  moves,  inasmuch  as  the  felt^  being 
passive,  presupp)oses  a  sensiferous  which  produces  it  by  an 
action  either  immanent  or  transient. 

756.  But  the  sensiferous  is  given  to  us  in  three  modes  : 
I .°  As  the  immediate  cause  of  the  felt,  and,  as  such,  it 

acts  directly  upon  the  soul,  without  any  violence,  because 
there  is  violence  only  when  the  action  performed  upon  the 
soul  is  in  opposition  to  the  spontaneous  action  of  the  soul 
itself,  and  in  the  felt  the  soul  even  cooperates  through  that 
first  spontaneous  activity  which  we  have  called  vital  in- 
stinct;* 

2.°  As  receiving  the  action  of  the  soul  which  modifies  it. 
Indeed,  when  the  soul,  for  example,  through  its  imagination, 

*  Anthropology,  Bk,  III,  sec.  ii,  chap,  ii-vi,  nos.  370-384. 
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produces  to  itself  an  internal  sension  or  image,  it  then  acts 
upon  the  sensiferous  and  modifies  it  in  such  a  way  that  it 
produces  that  image,  or  that  it  ceases  to  produce  one 
image  and  produces  another;  and  in  all  those  actions 
whereby  the  soul  produces  new  corporeal  feelings  for 
itself,  or  changes  them  (which  it  does  by  the  movement  of 
its  own  body),  the  soul,  by  changing  the  sensiferous, 
changes  the  felt  which  the  sensiferous  immediately  pro- 
duces in  it.*  This  also  takes  place  without  violence, 
in  so  far  as  regards  the  immediate  action  of  the  soul,  be- 
cause the  change  which  takes  place  in  the  sensiferous,  far 
from  being  opposed  to  the  spontaneous  action  of  the  soul, 
agrees  widi  it.  Now,  that  this  sensiferous  which  is  changed 
by  the  immediate  action  of  the  soul,  is  identical  with  the 
first,  is  manifest,  because  it  is  nothing  more  or  less  than 
that  which  immediately  produces  the  felt  (terms)  of  the 
soul ; 

3.°  Or,  as  receiving  the  impulse  of  an  external  force 
which  violently  changes  it,  without,  at  first,  any  spon- 
taneous concurrence  on  the  part  of  the  soul ;  and  the  soul, 
being  always  active,  when  it  does  not  cooperate  in  an 
action,  is,  for  that  very  reason,  opposed  to  it.t 

757.  Now,  here,  in  these  last  two  cases,  we  observe  the 
difference  between  the  soul  and  the  sensiferous.  The  former 
is  active,  the  latter  passive.  We  see,  likewise,  the  diflFer- 
ence  between  the  soul  and  the  foreign  force;  inasmuch  as, 
although  both  the  soul  and  the  foreign  force  are  able  to 
change  the  sensiferous,  yet  the  action  of  the  former  is 
spontaneous,  while  that  of  the  latter  is  violent.  This  is 
equivalent  to  saying  that,  in  the  one  case,  the  human  soul 
has  the  consciousness  of  being  itself  the  agent,  in  the  other, 
of  being  passive  to  an  agent  different  from  it. 

•  AfUhropology,  Bk.  II,  sec.  i,  chap.         t  Anthropology,  Bk.  II,  sec.  ii,  chap, 
zyi-xviii,  nos.  350-366.  ix,  nos.  392-400. 


THE  BODY:    THE  CORPOREAL  PRINCIPLE.         17 


ARTICLE  IV. 

The  Body  is  an  Extended  Agent:  the  Corporeal  Principle  may  be 

an  Inextended  Agent, 

758.  Now,  if  we  consider  that  the  sensiferous,  which 
immediately  produces  the  felt,  is  changed  by  two  agents^ 
the  one  of  which  is  the  soul,  the  other  a  force  totally  foreign 
to  the  soul,  we  understand  at  once  that  there  is  nothing  to 
prevent  this  same  foreign  force  from  having  a  spiritual 
principle,  since  even  the  soul,  which  is  a  spiritual  principle, 
is  able  to  act  and  to  change  the  sensiferous  which  produces 
the  felt,  and  yet  this  fact  does  not  prevent  the  felt  from 
being  extended,  or  its  extension  from  existing  naturally  in 
a  simple.*  But,  with  respect  to  the  operation  of  the  soul, 
we  know  not  only  its  term,  which  we  see  as  extended,  but 
also  its  principle,  which  we  recognise  as  simple ;  whereas 
we  know  the  foreign  force  only  in  its  term,  without  per- 
ceiving its  principle,  since  we  perceive  it  only  in  the  felt^ 
which  is  changed  by  it.  Perceiving  this  force,  therefore, 
in  its  effect,  which  is  the  change  of  the  sensiferous,  the  im- 
mediate cause  of  the  felt,  we  cannot  determine  the  nature 
of  its  principle  by  the  mere  perception  which  we  have  of 
it ;  that  is,  we  cannot  affirm  that  it  is  spiritual,  although 
we  may  affirm  that  there  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  sup- 
•posing  it  to  be  so. 


•  ARTICLE  V. 
Identity  of  Substance  between  the  Sensiferous  and  the  Foreign  Force. 

759.  Leaving  alone,  for  the  present,  the  question :  What 
in  itself  is  the  principle  of  this  force  which  changes  the 
sensiferous,  the  immediate  cause  of  the  feU?  let  us  pass  to 
this  other :  Can  we  prove  this  foreign  force  to  be  identical 
with  the  immediately  sensiferous  force  ? 

We  have    observed    that   what    is   immediately  sen- 

•  Anthropology^  nos.  94-97. 
VOL.  II.  B 
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siferous,  considered  as  such,  and  not  in  what  it  may  be  in 
itself,  presents  'extension,  perfectly  commensurate  with 
that  of  the  felt  which  it  produces  in  the  soul,*  and  this 
again  proves  that  the  sensiferous,  as  such,  is  not  the  soul, 
which  is  simple.  Now  the  same  argument  further  proves 
that  the  external  force  which  changes  that  which  is  imme- 
diately sensiferous  must  have  extension,  and  the  same 
identical  extension  with  that  of  the  immediately  sen- 
siferous. It  proves,  moreover,  that  even  the  external  force, 
in  so  far  as  it  is  merely  such,  is  not  spirit.  But  identity  of 
extension  is  not  properly  identity  of  force,  because  identity 
of  force  cannot  be  derived  except  from  identity  of  eflfect ; 
and  here  the  effects  are  different,  since  the  effect  of  the  im- 
mediately sensiferous  is  to  produce  the  felt,  whereas  the 
effect  of  the  external  force  is  to  change  the  sensiferous. 
We  must,  therefore,  be  able  to  demonstrate  that  the  ex- 
ternal force  likewise  is  able  to  produce  the  felt  imme- 
diately, for  then  only  shall  we  have  found  the  proof  of  the 
identity  we  are  in  search  of.  But  in  this  way  we  do  not 
advance  far. 

760.  It  is  certainly  true  that,  if  one  part  of  my  own 
body  acts  upon   another  part,  there  is   produced  a  sen- 
sation    altogether     similar    to    that    which    would     be 
produced    by  an    external    body    or    the    foreign    force. 
What  I  mean  by  "my  own  body"  is,  of  course,  that  in 
which  I  feel,  that  in  which  a  (fundamental)  felt  is  con-» 
titiually  produced.     Hence,   in   the  same  place  with   the 
felt  there  is  a  force  which   produces   the  same   effect   as 
the  external  force,  that  is,  which  changes  that  which  is 
immediately  sensiferous.    We  may  therefore,  so  far,  con- 
clude that  this  force  is  of  the  same  nature  as  the  external 
force,   since,    as   we  have  said,    the    identity  of   nature 
between  such  forces  is  inferred  from  the  identity  of  their 
effects.     Another  identical  effect  is  also  to  be  found   in 
these  two  forces  :  my  body  and  any  external  body  produce 
the  same  effects  upon  a  third  external  body.     But  with 
respect  to  the  identity  between  the  sensiferous  and  this 

*  New  Essay ^  vol.  ii,  nos.  84 1 ,  842. 
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foreign  and  violent  force,  there  always  remains  the  doubt 
already  alluded  to,  that  possibly  in  the  same  place  with 
the  felt  there  may  at  the  same  time  be  two  different  forces, 
the  one  sensiferous  and  the  other  changing  the  sensiferous, 
and  that  this  second,  and  not  the  first,  is  identical  with  the 
external  force.  We  must,  therefore,  find  another  way  of 
showing  that  the  sensiferous  force  and  the  force  which 
changes  the  sensiferous  are  identical ;  since  all  that  has 
been  said  only  goes  to  show  the  identity  of  the  space 
which  they  occupy  and  the  inherence  of  the  foreign  force 
itself  in  the  felt.     Let  us  look  for  such  a  way. 

761.  The  entire  action  of  the  sensitive  soul  has  for  its 
formal  principle  the  felt:  it  therefore  begins  in  the  felt. 
The  same  spontaneity  whereby  the  sensitive  soul  cooperates 
in  feeling  is  that  which  has  the  power  to  change  the  sensi- 
ferous.* Assuming,  therefore^  that  its  action  cannot  go  be- 
yond the  sensiferous,  because  it  cannot  go  beyond  the  felt 
in  which  it  inheres  as  its  immediate  and  formal  cause,  we 
must  see  whether  the  soul  can  also  immediately  change 
the  external  or  foreign  force.  The  truth  is,  if  the  soul,  by 
changing  the  sensiferous,  changes  also  the  foreign  force, 
we  shall  be  obliged  to  say  that  the  sensiferous  and  the 
foreign  force  are  identical,  that  is,  are  activities,  of  one 
and  the  same  subject.  Now  this  is  precisely  the  case. 
The  soul  never  changes  its  own  felt  except  through  move- 
ments produced  in  the  parts  of  the  body.  But  movement 
is  a  phenomenon  belonging  to  the  foreign  force.  If,  there- 
fore, the  eflGfect  of  the  soul  cannot  go  beyond  the  sen- 
siferous, and  yet  the  soul  changes  the  foreign  force,  we 
must  conclude  that  the  sensiferous  and  the  foreign  force  are 
identical,  or  that  they  belong  to  the  same  substantial 
subject.  This  proof  is  founded  upon  the  principle  that,  if 
the  effect  of  an  action  determined  and  limited  to  one  entity 
appears  also  in  another  entity,  we  must  say  that  the  two 
entities  are  identical  in  substance.t 

♦  Anthropology^  Bk.  11,  sec.  ii,  chap,      preclude  the  possibility  01  a  harmony, 

vi-ix,  nos.  380-400.  established  by  God,  between  the  chang- 

t  Still  this  argument  does  not  yet      ing  of  the  sensiferous  and  of  the  ex- 

B  2 
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762.  Another  argument  resting  upon  the  same  principle 
is  drawn  from  the  consideration  that  we  understand  how 
the  external  force,  in  which  neither  felt  nor  sensiferous  is 
cognized,  may  produce  the  movement  which  is  only  a  dis- 
placement of  the  external  force  itself;  but  we  cannot  under- 
stand how  It  can  act  on  the  sensiferous,  without  supposing 
that  the  sensiferous  forms  one  substance  with  the  foreign 
force.  In  fact,  to  imagine  that  the  foreign  force  produces 
two  actions  so  diverse  as  (i)  to  displace  another  external 
force  (motion)  and  (2)  to  change  the  sensiferous,  would  be 
to  confound  two  entirely  different  concepts  of  force,  and, 
hence,  to  alter  the  concept  of  the  pure  foreign  force,  and  to 
divide  this  force  up  into  two  forces,  a  division  which  must  be 
excluded  even  by  the  principle  which  forbids  the  multiply- 
ing of  entities  without  necessity.  We  must,  therefore,  con- 
clude that  the  foreign  force,  in  these  two  effects,  which 
differ  so  widely  from  each  other,  acts  upon  one  and  the 
same  substance,  and  that,  therefore,  the  sensiferous  and 
the  foreign  force  are  identical  in  nature. 

763.  A  third  argument  is  presented  by  the  life  of  the 
first  elements,  the  fact  of  which  life  we  think  we  have  suffi- 
ciently demonstrated  (nos.  500-553).  If  we  admit  the  exist- 
ence of  this  life,  we  eradicate  the  entire  difficulty,  because 
there  is  then  no  longer  any  merely  foreign  force,  since  every 
foreign  force  has  become  sensiferous.  And  this  very  con- 
sequence seems  a  new  proof  of  the  truth  of  that  opinion. 
But  supposing  the  contrary,  supposing  that  a  certain  part 
of  matter  is  not  animate,  the  fact  of  animation,  which  ac- 
cording to  this  hypothesis,  brute  matter  receives,  is  still  an 
argument  that  goes  to  prove  the  identity  of  the  sensiferous 
with  the  foreign  force,  inasmuch  as  we  observe  that  the 
foreign  force  which  before  did  not  present  any  phenomena 
but  those  of  the  displacement  of  another  portion  of  a  similar 
force,  now  becomes  itself  sensiferous.  That  it  is  this  same 
force  which  becomes  sensiferous,  we  may  infer  from  this, 
that  when  brute  force  changes  and  alters  the  sensiferous 

temal  force;  but  this  mere  possibility      the  law  of  parsimony  according  to  which 
seems  to  be  of  no  value,  by  reason  of      the  Creator  acts. 
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by  means  of  a  certain  contact,  very  soon  the^//  extends  to 
it;  and  since  the  sensiferous  is  wherever  the  fell  is,  it  follows 
that  wherever  there  is  brute  force,  there  the  phenomena  of 
the  sensiferous  also  appear.  It  is  true  that  posl  hoc^  ergo 
propter  hoc  is  not  a  valid  argument;  but  if  this  argument  is 
joined  to  the  first,  and  we  reflect  that  brute  force  thus 
comes  within  the  power  of  the  soul,  the  proof  becomes 
rigorous. 

764.  A  fourth  argument  may  be  drawn  from  the  nature 
of  contact.  If  two  extended  forces  were  simply  contiguous 
in  position,  it  could  not  be  said  that  there  was  contact 
between  them.  The  concept  of  contact  presupposes  a 
reciprocal  action  between  the  two  forces,  an  action  which, 
in  the  case  of  brute  forces,  manifests  itself  in  the  pheno- 
menon of  cohesion.  But  if  we  apply  a  brute  force  to  a 
nerve,  the  effect  of  this  cohesion  or  even  impulse  is  sensation. 
Even  if  we  admit  that  sensation  is  due  to  an  internal  motion 
of  the  sensory  organ ;  still  this  motion  could  not  arise,  if 
the  motion  of  the  brute  force  had  not  passed  into  the  sen- 
siferous, which  thus  produces  the  alteration  in  the  felt.  If, 
therefore,  the  sensiferous  communicates  with  brute  force 
by  means  of  motion  and  receives  its  action,  it  must  itself 
also  be  an  extended  capable  of  motion  and  impulsion,  and 
this  is  exactly  what  the  concept  of  brute  or  foreign  force 
reduces  itself  to. 

ARTICLE  .VI. 
How  the  Sensiferous  and  the  Brute  Force  clothe  themselves  with  the  Felt, 

765.  These  arguments  prove  identity  of  substance  be- 
tween the  foreign  force  (matter)  and  the  sensiferous.  The 
concept  of  the  latter  is  that  of  a  living  body,  whereas  brute 
force  presents  only  the  concept  of  inanimate  body. 

Now  here,  after  having  found  out  the  relation  between 

that  which  is  immediately  sensiferous  and  that  which  at 

first  presents  itself  to  our  experience  as  pure  brute  or  foreign 

forcCy  let  us  see  how  the  sehsiferotiSy  as  well  as  the  brute  force y 

is,  so  to  speak,  clothed  with  the  felt,  in  such  a  way  that  the 
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felt  mingles  with  the  sensiferous,  giving  the  concept  oibody^ 
and  with  brute  force,  giving  the  concept  of  matter. 

766.  As  regards  the  sensiferous,  it  is  plain  that  it  must 
appear  clothed  with  the  felt,  inasmuch  as,  being  the  im- 
mediate and  proximate  cause  of  the  felt,  it  is  present 
wherever  the  felt  itself  is,  undivided  from  it,  in  fact,  the 
term  of  the  act  of  the  agent  which  produces  it. 

767.  But  it  is  still  somewhat  difficult  to  understand  how 
this  intimate  and  individual  union  arises  between  the  felt 
and  the  foreign  or  brute  force,  and  this  nexus  is  never 
sufficiently  considered. 

In  the  first  instance,  this  takes  place  because  the  soul, 
in  changing  the  sensiferous,  changes  it  exactly  where  it  is, 
that  is  in  the  same  place  that  is  occupied  by  the  felt.*  This 
identity  of  place  causes  the  sensiferous  necessarily  to  appear 
clothed  with  the-  same  extension  and  qualities  as  the 
felt.  Now  to  the  foreign  and  brute  force  which  produces 
sensations  there  is  individually  joined,  for  a  similar  reason, 
the  felt  with  which  it  clothes  itself.  The  fact  is,  when 
the  change  in  the  felt  comes  from  a  principle  foreign  to 
the  soul,  then  this  force  is  felt  only  where  the  felt,  which  it 
changes,  is.  Hence  it  is  through  the  place  itself  in  which 
it  acts  thq-t  the  felt  is  united  to  it,  and  this  is  the  reason 
why  we  attribute  to  external  matter  colour,  smell,  taste, 
and  all  the  secondary  qualities,  which  in  truth  are  so  many 
sensations  of  our  own,  or,  to  speak  more  correctly,  are  our 
own  felt.  But  inasmuch  as  the  foreign  force  manifests 
itself  in  this  felt,  we  make  one  thing  out  of  the  two,  because 
we  perceive  the  two  entities  with  one  act  and  in  the  same 
identical  extension. 

Afterwards,  when  external  bodies  cease  to  act  upon  our 
bodies,  we  cannot  imagine  them  otherwise  than  as  they 
appeared  to  us  in  the  act  of  perceiving  them,  because  our 
perception  of  them  is  our  only  original  and  immediate 
manner  of  cognizing  them.  Hence  even  when  they  are 
separated  from  our  senses  we  attribute  to  them  the  sen- 

*  The  activity  of  the  soul  springs  from  the  felt  itself,  as  we  have  shown  in  the 
Anthropology. 
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sible  qualities  with  which  we  invested  them  in  the  act  of 
perception,  for  the  reason  that  the  memory  of  them  is  only 
the  memory  of  perception. 

ARTICLE  Vn. 

In  what  sense  philosophers  are  right  in  denying  secondary  qualities 
to  bodies^  and  how  the  common-sense  is  right  in  attributing  these 
,        to  them. 

768.  When  external  bodies  are  already  detached,  and 
separated  from  our  felt  [term],  and  are  no  longer  in  the 
act  of  operating  upon  it,  then  we  consider  them  as  agents 
potentially.  Now,  how  do  we  imagine  them  as  separate  ? 
What  do  we  mean  by  saying  that  they  are  separate  from 
our  felt  term  ? 

We  mean  that  they  exist  in  another  place,  different 
from  that  in  which  our  felt  term  exists,  and  this  happens 
through  motion,  as  we  have  shown  in  the  Ideology^  and  in 
the  Anthropology.  At  the  same  time,  although  we  think  of 
them  as  no  longer  existing  in  the  same  place  as  our  felty  but 
in  another  space,  still  we  imagine  that  they  have  carried  with 
them  our  felt  term  itself,  for  the  reason  already  assigned, 
that  in  our  original  perception  of  them,  they  occupied  the 
same  space  with  the  felt,  and  we  perceived  their  force  along 
with  it  by  a  single  act  of  perception.  But,  since  to  con- 
sider them  as  having  merely  the  power  to  act  upon  us, 
and  to  consider  them  as  clothed  and  accompanied  with  the 
felty  involves  a  contradiction,  philosophers,  through  reason- 
ing, rightly  strip  material  bodies  of  sensible  qualities  in 
act,  and  leave  them  only  qualities  in  potentiality  ;  that  is, 
they  conceive  bodies  as  agents  capable  of  modifying  our 
feeling  so  as  to  produce  sensations,  but  not  as  having  in 
them  a  green  or  yellow  colour,  a  bitter  or  sweet  taste,  a 
shrill  or  dull  sound,  &c.,  &c.  In  spite  of  this,  it  is  most 
difficult  mentally  to  make  this  separation,  because  poten- 
tiality is  not  determined  or  known  except  from  the  act 
which  it  produces,  for  which  reason  we  must  always  refer 
material  potentiality  to  sensation  or  to  the  felt,  if  we  wish 
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to  form  a  determinate  concept  of  it.  Now  we  cannot  refer 
the  power  of  modifying  the  felt  to  the  felt  itself,  except  by 
thinking  the  power  as  united  to  it  in  the  act  of  modification, 
and,  therefore,  in  the  same  way  in  which  we  first  perceived 
and  knew  it  as  such,  which  means  that  we  think  the  power 
as  in  act  and  individually  joined  to  the  felt  through  identity 
of  place.  Hence  bodies  always  remain  for  us  clothed  with 
colour,  sound,  taste,  or  other  modes  of  the  felt,  even 
when  we  imagine  them  shut  up  in  a  cupboard,  into  which 
no  ray  of  light  can  enter,  and  through  which  no  sensation 
can  come  to  us ;  and  even  the  philosopher  finds  difficulty 
in  freeing  himself  from  such  imagination. 

But  afterwards,  when  reflection  enables  us  to  see  that 
these  qualities  cannot  belong  to  bodies  when  separated 
from  our  felt  term,  we  come  back  with  our  reason,  and 
conceive  them  as  divided  from  it,  and  thus  we  finally  form 
to  ourselves  the  concept  of  brute  matter,  inanimate,  and 
without  the  felt.* 

769.  More  than  this :  the  felt  is  opposed  to  the  sentient, 
but  it  is  found  in  the  sentient,  otherwise  it  would  not  be 
felt.  But  the  external  corporeal  force  which  modifies  the 
felt,  when  separated  from  the  felt,  having  merely  the 
power  to  act,  is  neither  felt  nor  senjtient ;  it,  therefore, 
remains  a  mere  potentia.  Hence  if  we  carefully  observe 
the  reasoning  of  men  about  bodies,  we  readily  see  that 
they  make  use  alternately  of  two  concepts  of  them  with- 
out observing  that  they  do  so.  Sometimes  they  speak  of 
matter  as  an  inanimate  thing,  to  which  they  attribute 
nothing  of  what  belongs  to  sensation ;  at  other  times,  they 
attribute  sensible  qualities  to  a  body,  as  if  it  were  actually 
felt,  without  thinking  that  the  felt  is  in  the  sentient,  and 
that  if  we  give  the  felt  to  a  being,  we  must  necessarily  give 
it  also  a  sentient  principle. 

*  This  concept  is  not  found  in  chil-  Supreme  Principle  of  Method  and  some 

dren,  who  look  upon    eveiything   as  of  its  applications   in  the   service  of 

animate,  as  I  hope  to  prove  to  a  de-  Education,"  Turin,  1857,  p.  365.) 
monstration  in  the  Pedagogy  ("On  the 
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ARTICLE  VIII. 

Origin  of  the  Concept  of  Material  Substance, 

770.  But  the  concept  of  mere  power  [poientia)  includes 
no  relation  except  to  the  act  or  eflFect  which  it  produces, 
which  is  a  relation  external  to  it.  Hence  power  by  itself 
does  not  include  the  act  of  its  own  subsistence.  Now,  the 
understanding  can  conceive  no  thing  without  conceiving  the 
act  whereby  that  thing  subsists.  This  is  proved  by  the 
principle  of  cognition.  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the  under- 
standing has  to  conceive  a  power  capable  of  modifying 
the  felt,  and  cannot  attribute  to  this  power  either  the 
act  whereby  the  felt  subsists,  because  power  is  separate 
from  act,  or  the  act  whereby  the  sentient  subsists,  be- 
cause the  power  is  altogether  alien  to  the  sentient  activity, 
the  understanding  is  obliged  to  attribute  to  the  power  ot 
modifying  the  felt  an  act  of  its  own,  otherwise  it  would  not 
be  able  to  conceive  it.  But  this  act  is  not  known,  nor  is  it 
the  term  of  any  perception,  otherwise  we  should  no  longer 
have  the  concept  of  a  power ^  but  of  an  act.  Hence  the  act 
•  is  merely  supposed  in  virtue  of  the  law  of  the  understanding 
itself.  Still,  this  supposition  is  by  no  means  groundless, 
or  merely  subjective.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  due  to  logical 
necessity,  that  is,  to  the  principle  of  cognition^  as  we  have 
elsewhere  said  ;  *  yet  this  act  of  subsistence  remains  some- 
thing altogether  unknown — -something  of  which  we  know 
only  the  existence.  Now,  this  act,  thus  conceived  by 
way  of  supposition,  is  material  substance  whose  existence 
becomes  certain  from  logical  necessity,  but  whose  nature  is 
occult.  Nevertheless,  we  determine  this  occult  element 
discovered  by  us,  in  such  a  way  that  we  cannot  confound 
it  with  any  other  entity,  and  we  do  this  by  means  of  its 
relation,  because  we  know  that  such  substance  or  act  of 
subsistence  -is  the  subject  of  that  power  which,  as  sensi- 
ferous,  changes  the  felt,  and,  eis  a  foreign  force,  changes 
the  sensiferous,  inasmuch  as  the  sensiferous  and  the  foreign 

*  New  Essay^  vol.  ii,  nos.  559-566. 
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force  are  powers  which  unite  in  one  substance,  as  has  been 
shown. 

771.  The  principle  of  stibstafice  may  also  be  stated  in 
the  following  form,  which  is  more  available  for  our  preseht 
purpose:  An  act  which  passes,  or  is  transient,  in  a  being 
cannot  be  conceived  without  an  act,  physically  anterior, 
which  is  not  transient,  and  this  act  which  is  not  transient 
is  the  substance  whereby  the  act  which  does  pass  exists. 
That  act  which  does  not  pass  in  a  being  is  also  called  the 
first  act,  and  it  is  the  act  whereby  the  whole  being  (the  full 
essence)  subsists.  The  act  which  passes  is  called  the  second 
act.  How  do  we  know  the  act  that  passes  ?  By  perceiving 
the  effect  that  it  produces  in  us,  which  effect  presents  itself 
to  us  as  passive.  Thus  the  felt  which  we  experience  in 
ourselves  is  a  passivity  of  ours,  a  mode  of  ours,  imposed 
upon  us,  and  presupposing  the  act  which  produces  this 
passivity  in  us,  or  which  imposes  upon  us  this  mode,  and 
such  act  is  the  sensiferous.  But  the  sensiferous,  as  such, 
expressing  an  act  that  passes,  and  the  act  of  the  foreign 
force  which  changes  the  sensiferous,  as  well  as  that  which 
changes  the  foreign  force,  being  likewise  acts,  no  one 
of  these  three  acts  can  be  conceived,  unless  a  first  act, 
which  is  substance,  is  previously  supposed.  The  argu- 
ments, moreover,  which  we  have  brought  forward  show 
that  all  those  three  acts  belong  to  the  same  substance, 
which  is  the  substance  of  bodies. 

772.  However,  it  will  be  well  here  to  observe  that  we 
must  not  allow  ourselves  to  think  that  the  mind  passes  first 
from  the  felt  to  the  sensiferous,  then  from  the  sensiferous  to 
the  foreign  force,  then  from  this  to  an'other  foreign  force, 
and  finally  finds  the  substance  through  reasoning*.  On  the 
contrary,  with  a  single  and  perfectly  simple  act,  such  as 
perception  is,  it  embraces  at  once  all  these  terms,  and 
begins  to  know  them  and  to  know  the  body,  only  when  it 
has  embraced  them  all,  and  not  before,  as  we' have  shown 
in  the  New  Essay  and  elsewhere.* 

773.  The  material  substance,  or  the  first  act,  is,  there- 

•  Philosophical  System,  nos.  90-98. 
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fore,  something  unknown,  something  of  which  we  know 
only  the  second  acts  (the  felt,  the  sensiferous,  and  the 
foreign  force). 

774.  But  the  first  act — ^the  material  being  supposed,  with 
all  reason,  by  the  mind — ^being  determined  for  us  only  by 
its  second  acts,  is  thought  by  us  as  individually. united  to 
these.  And  since  the  effect  of  these  second  acts  are  the 
various  felt  terms,  whose  mode  is  extension,  we  individually 
imite  these  effects,  although  produced  in  another  being, 
that  is,  in  the  sentient  or  soul,  with  the  second  acts,  and 
hence  also  with  the  material  substance,  which  thus 
becomes  extended  and  furnished  with  all  the  sensible 
qualities. 

ARTICLE   IX. 
HcfW  it  is  said  thai  Extension  belongs  to  the  primary  qualities  oj  body. 

775.  But  here  we  must  carefully  reflect  upon  the  differ- 
ence between  extension  and  sensations.  We  have  defined 
extension  as  "  the  mode  of  corporal  feeling,"  and  indeed  it 
is  as  such  that  it  is  presented  to  us  by  observation,  which 
seizes  the  concept  of  it  at  its  origin,  "since  the  true  nature 
of  the  objects  of  our  thought  does  not  become  clear  unless 
we  go  back  to  the  first  origin  of  the  formation  of  their  con- 
cepts." Hence  even  measured  extension  belongs  to  feeling, 
and  can  be  separated  from  it  only  by  abstraction.  How 
then  does  it  come  to  pass  that  we  have  placed  it  among  the 
primary  qualities  of  bodies,  that  is,  among  those  which 
furnish  us  with  the  essential  concept  of  them  ?t 

It  must  be  confessed  that,  if  we  were  to  strip  the  concept 
of  body  of  all  that  is  felt,  we  should  at  the  same  time,  have 
stripped  it  of  its  extension,  because  its  extension  is  thought 
only  as  the  mode  of  the  felt,  and  therefore  as  felt.  But  in 
this  case  the  concept  of  body  would  altogether  slip  through 
our  fingers,  as  well  as  the  concept  of  matter,  at  least  as  they 
are  conceived  by  all  men  and  designated  by  these  terms. 
We,  on  the  other  hand,  have  always  undertaken  to  speak 

•  New  Essa^,  voL,  ii,  nos.  749-753.         t  Mew  JSjja^,  vol.  ii,  nos.  882-900. 
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of  things  as  men  perceive  and  express  them.  Inasmuch, 
therefore,  as  we  must  use  ordinary  terms,  and  these  express 
the  things  conceived  by  the  common  sense  of  men  which  is 
based  upon  perception ;  if  we  were  to  use  these  words  to 
signify  something  else,  we  should  falsify  their  meaning  and 
introduce  endless  ambiguities  and  questions,  in  respect  to 
which  it  would  no  longer  be  possible  to  come  to  an  under- 
standing. Hence,  we  have  already  defined  body  as  "  the 
proximate  cause  of  sensations  and  the  subject  of  sensible 
qualities,"*  According  to  this  definition,  the  body  is  the 
sensiferous,  identical,  as  we  have  seen,  with  the  foreign 
force.  Now,  to  the  sensiferous,  as  the  proximate  cause  of 
our  sensations,  even  when  it  is  stripped  of  its  sensible 
qualities,  we  must  attribute  extension,  because  we  consider 
it  wherever  the  felt  is ;  but  the  felt  is  extended,  and,  there- 
fore, its  proximate  cause  must  be  "  a  virtue  which,  in  respect 
to  its  act,  diffuses  itself  in  the  same  extension  as  that  of  the 
felt,  the  active  being  found  wherever  the  passive  is."  This 
is  the  proof  offered  by  us  of  the  extension  of  body^t  It  may 
be  objected,  that  the  sensiferous,  not  being  properly  the 
substance,  but  an  act  of  the  substance,  which  is  known  by 
reason  of  its  term,  and  body  being  a  substantive  noun,  that 
is,  a  noun  expressing  substance,  we  cannot  attribute  to 
body  (substance)  that  attribute  which  belongs  to  the  term 
of  its  sensiferous  action.  To  this  we  reply  that  we  take  the 
sensiferous  as  substance,  being  compelled  to  do  so  if  we  wish 
to  conceive  it,  although  this  does  not  authorize  us  to  add 
anything  to,  or  take  anything  away  from  the  sensiferous. 
The  addition  is  not  and  cannot  be  anything  more  than  simply 
the  means  of  knowing;  it  must  simply  be  what  is  necessary 
to  enable  us  to  perceive  the  sensiferous  intellectively,  as  a 
being.  There  remains  to  us,  then,  the  conception  of  body  as 
it  is  given  in  perception^  and  as  it  is  designated  by  the  term, 
all  included  in  the  sensiferous,  and  to  this,  as  we  have  seen, 
belongs  the  concept  of  "  force  acting  in  extension,  and, 
therefore,  extended." 

But  if,  after  this,  we  wish  by  means  of  reflection  to 

•  l^ew  Essay,  vol.  ii,  no.  667.  f  Ibid, 
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ascend  still  higher,  we  shall  most  certainly  find  that  the 
being  which  is  the  subject  of  the  sensiferous  virtue,  when 
considered  in  itself  and  not  as  we  perceive  it,  might  be 
an  inextended  being;  nay,  we  may  infer  that  it  is  so 
from  observing  that  extension  belongs  originally  to  the 
felt,  and  to  the  sentient,  and  therefore  to  the  inextended.* 
But  in  this  case,  we  should  no  longer  be  dealing  with  the 
concept  of  body,  but  with  something  else  which  we  do  not 
perceive,  and  which  we  have  called  the  corporeal  principle. 


ARTICLE   X. 
Origin  of  the  Concept  of  materia  prima. 

776.  Up  to  this  point  our  object  has  been  to  make  suf- 
ficiently clear  what  body,  as  furnished  to  us  by  perception, 
as  sensiferous  and  as  foreign  force,  is.  We  haVe  seen  how 
this  force,  whether  it  manifests  itself  as  sensiferous  or  as 
foreign,  causes  us  to  perceive  it  as  extended  in  the  term  of 
its  operation,  and  how  on  account  of  this  extension  it  is 
called  body  (sensiferous),  or  brute  matter  (foreign  force).  We  * 
have  seen  how  this  foreign  force  becomes  clothed  with 
sensible  qualities,  and  especially  with  the  felt.  We  have 
seen,  finally,  how  philosophical  meditation  rises  from  body 
to  a  corporeal  principle^  the  unknown  cause  producing  body 
as  perceived  by  us.  After  all  this,  we  may  go  on  to  show 
how  we  arrive  at  the  opposite  concepts  oiform  and  mattery 
which  are  not  foreign  to  the  common  sense,  and  of  which 
the  ancient  philosophers,  generalizing  them,  made  so  much 
use  in  their  philosophies. 

In  order  to  do  this  properly,  we  must  observe  the 
difference  between  the  way  in  which  we  invest  body  (ac- 
cording to  the  concept  of  it  given  in  perception)  with 
extefisiofiy  and  the  way  in  which  we  invest  it  with  the  felt. 

'j'j'j.  Measured  extension,  as  we  have  said,  is  the  mode 
of  the  felt,  and  this  mode  always  exists,  although  its  limits, 
and,  hence,  its  figure  and  magnitude,  vary ;  but  apart  from 

♦  Anthropology^  Bk.  II,  sec.  i,  chap,  vii,  art.  j,  no.  I,  nos.  94-96. 
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this,  feeling  itself  varies  specifically,  varies  completely; 
since  colour  is  something  specifically  different  from  taste, 
and  in  the  same  kind  of  sensation,  for  example  in  sight,  the 
sensation  may  frequently  vary  without  any  change  in  the 
mode  of  the  extension,*  since  the  same  surface  may  present 
successively  different  colours  and  shades  ad  infinitum.  If, 
therefore,  we  take  measured  extension  in  general,  this  is 
something  invariable  in  corporeal  sensation  ;  that  is,  every 
bodily  sensation  has  always  some  extension.  This  constancy 
of  extension  amid  the  variability  of  all  the  other  marks  or 
characteristics  of  the  felt  causes  us  to  consider  extension 
a^  something  permanent — a  permanent  extended.  And 
since  the  act  whereby  a  thing  subsists,  that  is,  substance, 
is  considered  permanent  relatively  to  its  accidental  acts,  we 
come  to  attribute  to  body  extension  as  a  quality  essential 
to  it  and  as  anterior  to  all  its  variable  qualities. 

Applying,  therefore,  the  term  forcCy  or  corporeal  force^ 
both  to  the  sensiferous  and  to  the  foreign  force,  which  we 
have  shown  to  be  identical,  we  may  say  that  **  an  extended 
force  "  is  that  "which  is  permanent  and  substantial  in  bodies. 
However,  we  must  never  forget  that  when  we  speak  of  ex- 
tended force  as  the  substance  of  bodies,  our  mind  presup- 
poses the  first  act  necessary  for  the  subsistence  of  said 
"  extended  force,"  and  identifies  it  with  the  extended  force, 
because  it  is  merely  trying  to  perceive  this  extended  force, 
and  not  to  search  for  what  there  may  be  beyond  it.  Hence 
the  corporeal  principle  is  not  the  corporeal  substance  of  which 
all  men  speak  when  they  pronounce  the  substantive  noun 
bodyy  but  is  an  unknown  principle  lying  behind  this  sub- 
stance. 

778.  Before  proceeding  further,  therefore,  we  must  here 
consider  attentively  how  we  form  the  concepts  of  the  various 

♦  On  account  of  this,  some  of  the  not  enter  at  all  into  unmeasured  ex- 

Schoolmen  excluded    the    concept  of  tensiouy  but  for  the  concept  of  measured 

matter  from  the  definition  of  extension,  extension  we  must  find  something  to 

St.  Thomas  writes  :  "  Cum  ergo  omnes  determine  its  limits,  and  this  must  be 

dime9isiones   sint   ejusdem    specici   in  matter,  either  r^al  or  imaginary,  such 

qimcumque  materia  sint,  quia  materia  as  forms  mathematical  bodies.     On  the 

non  intrat  in  definitiofum  earum,  &c."  other  hand  there  does  not  enter  into 

.S'(W/^«/.,D.xii,  q.iii^  Solutioiii.  Tousit  the  concept  6f  matter  the  concept  of 

seems  that  the  concept  of  qiatter  does  measured  or  determinate  extension. 
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substances  which  we  perceive.  Perception  being  an  action 
which  takes  place  in  us,  who  are  beings  susceptible  of  re- 
ceiving it,  that  is,  of  feeling  and  understanding  it,  this 
action  in  us  is  they?r^/  thing  that  we  know  of  the  agent,  and, 
therefore,  upon  this  we  fix  our  minds,  because  we  perceived 
nothing  anterior  to  it.  For  this  reason  the  action  perceive 
becomes  the  basis,  the  first  act  of  the  substance  which 
we  think ;  that  is  to  say,  we  erect  this  action  into  a  being, 
supposing  in  it  the  mere  act  of  subsistence,  which  is  sub- 
stance— an  act  which  certainly  is  never  absent,  because,  of 
course,  that  action  subsists.  T\\!Q  first  action^  therefore,  the 
action  perceived  in  the  sense  and  thought  by  the  mind  as 
subsisting,  is  the  human-  concept  of  substances;*  and  this 
concept  is  true,  though  it  is  limited,  inasmuch  as  it  does  not 
enable  us  to  rise  to  the  absolutely  first  act,  which,  is  not 
perceptible  by  us,  but  only  to  an  act  first  with  relation  to 
us,  the  act  which  we  perceive.  This  act  unquestionably  sub- 
sists, and  for  this  reason  we  designate  it  by  a  substantive 
noun.  In  a  word,  what  we  perceive  is  the  agent  in  acty  and 
this  act  may  be  a  second  act  with  respect  to  the  agent  in 
potentiality,  although  with  respect  to  us  it  is  a  first  act, 
and,  therefore,  to  us  is  the  agent  itself. 

The  question  relating  to  the  acts  that  are  anterior  to 
perceived  substances  belongs  to  Transcendental  Philosophy 
or  Theosophy, 

ARTICLE    XL 
Concept  of  materia  prima. 

• 

779.  We  come  now  to  the  concept  oi  materia  prima  [7rpa>rn 
v\ri].  The  sensiferous  and  the  foreign  force  appear  to  us 
as  clothed,  (i)  with  limited  extension,  (2)  with  limits  to  this 
extension,  i.e.  with  figure,  (3)  with  those  sensible  qualities 
which  we  have  called  secondary.  These  sensible  qualities 
are  perceived  only  in  a  figure ;  figure  is  perceived  only  in 
extension ;  finally,  limited  extension  presents  itself  to  us  as 
indivisible  from  the  sensiferous  and  the  foreign  force,  in 

♦  New  Essay,  vol.  iii,  p.  iii,  c.  iv. 
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such  sort  that  we  cannot  in  any  way  conceive  or  think 
either  the  sensiferous  or  the  foreign  force  without  some 
extension.  Hence,  even  in  immediate  perception,  there  is 
always  and  invariably  extension,  although  the  figure  and 
the  other  sensible  qualities  may  vary.  Inasmuch,  then,  as 
limited  extension  (in  general)  belongs  invariably  to  that 
which  we  first  perceive  and  think,  and  inasmuch  as  the 
substantial  essence  is  exactly  "  that  which  we  first  think" 
in  a  thing  (n.  52),  it  follows,  as  we  have  said,  that  we  declare 
the  sensiferous  and  the  extended  force  to  be  a  substantial 
essence,  and  its  figure  and  other  sensible  qualities  to  be 
accidents ;  and  this  substantial  essence  we  call  body. 

But  although  these  accidents  are  variable,  some  of 
them  always  accompany  body.  Hence  it  is  that  the  sub- 
stantial essence  of  body  never  exists  alone  ;  and  in  order 
to  think  it  by  itself  we  must  make  it  become  an  object  of 
our  minds,  and  separate  such  accidents  from  it.  The  sub- 
stantial essence  of  body  is  separate,  therefore,  only  in  our 
idea:  it  is  an  abstract  which  cannot  be  realized  unless 
invested  with-  certain  accidents.  For  this  reason,  we  say 
that  the  substantial  essence  of  body  has  its  accidents  in 
potentiality;  which  means,  that  when  any  such  idea  be- 
comes realized,  it  may  and  must  be  clothed  with  accidents, 
although  it  need  not  be  clothed  with  all  possible  accidents, 
but  only  with  certain  ones. 

780.  But,  if  body  is  an  extended  force,  we  cannot 
well  know  its  nature  without  knowing  the  nature  of 
extension.  Now,  such  is  the  nature  of  extension  that,  in 
imagination,  it  may  be  divided  into  parts,  so  that  the  force 
which  is.  clothed  with  one  part  of  this  extension  is 
altogether  separate  from  the  force  which  is  clothed  with 
another  part  of  it,  whether  contiguous  or  not.  This 
means  that  corporeal  forces  never  act  in  each  other,  but 
always  in  their  own  extension,  without  ever  going  beyond 
it.  Hence  "  the  substantial  essence  of  bodies "  has  tho 
property,  likewise  essential,  of  being  divisible  into  parts. 
It  has  not  by  itself  any  unity,  since  its  acting  principle 
is  not  seen,  and  is  not  body,  and,  if  it  exists,  it  belongs 
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to  transcendental  philosophy,  as  we  have  said;  but 
it  is,  nevertheless,  the  action  perceived  by  us  in  its  term. 
This  term,  therefore,  which  fs  the  action  perceived  by  us, 
is  essentially  divisible,  so  that  the  entity  which  shows  itself 
active  in  one  part,  in  one  extension,  is  not  identical  in 
number  (but  only  in  quality)  with  that  entity  which  shows 
itself  active  in  another  part,  in  another  extension.  Now^ 
here  we  have  all  the  data  from  which  to  draw  the  concept 
of  materia  prima. 

781.  If  we  strip  the  corporeal  force  of  all  extension,  it  is 
annihilated  for  us,  inasmuch  as  it  no  longer  acts  in  any 
place  :*  it  cannot,  therefore,  be  the  materia  prima^  because 
materia  prima  is  not  nothing.t 

782.  Further,  first  matter  cannot  be  mere  extension,, 
because  this  cannot  be  really  divided,  being  divisible  only 
in  imagination  (554-559),  whereas  matter  is  susceptible  of 
real  division. 

783.  In  the  third  place,  the  materia  prima  created  by 
Grod  and  existing  really,  cannot  be  infinite.  This  fiimishes 
a  fresh  proof  that  it  is  not  extension,  which  is  naturally 
perceived  as  immeasurable,  and,  therefore,  infinite,  just  as 
it  is  conceived  as  immovable  and  not  in  potentiality  with 
reference  to  any  figxire,  it  being  merely  the  mind  that 
draws  figures  in  pure  extension  by  means  of  imaginary 
signs,  which  signs  are  not  extension  itself. 

784.  In  the  fourth  place,  materia  prima  has  no  definite 
confines,  because  in  such  case  it  would  have  figxire :  never- 
theless, it  is  a  real  being,  which  the  mind  conceives  by 
abstracting  from  its  limits.  It  therefore  has  limits  and 
figxires  in  potentiality. 

785.  In  the  fifth  place,  first  matter  has  substantial  and 
real  parts  in  potentiality,  that  is,  it  may  be  divided  into  an 
indefinite  number  of  parts,  each  of  which  is  matter,  the 
same  in  concept,  different  in  reality,  and  this  by  reason  of 

*  St.  Thomas  says  that    <'  Materia  licet  recedat  a  Dei  similitudine  secun- 

prima  per  se  est  in  locOy  aut  in  locato^  dum  suam  potentialitatem^  tamen  in 

ut  pars,**    {Sentent,,  I,  D.  xxxviii  q.  quantum  vet  sic  esse  habet,  similitudi- 

iii,  art.  i  ad  2™).  nemquandamretinetdiviniesse**  {Sum, 

t  Hence,  St.  Thomas  says :  **  Materia,  Theol,,  Pt.  I,  q.  xiv,  art.  xi  ad  3™). 

VOL.  II.  C 
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the  extended  quality  which  is  its  mode  of  being,  which 
mode  is  potential  with  reference  to  any  dimension,*  figxire, 
form,  or  multiplicity.! 

786.  Hence  we  conclude  : 

1 .°  That  the  concept  of  materia  prima  is  an  abstract  con- 
cept which,  nevertheless,  exhibits  to  the  mind  a  first  and 
still  undetermined  element  of  bodies,  belonging  to  their 
reality,  but  incapable  of  subsisting  without  the  addition  of 
determinations. 

787.  Here  be  it  observed  that  abstraction  performs  two 
ofl5.ces :  (a)  it  makes  us  think  some  element  as  realizable, 
but  without  its  determinations  [thetic  abstractio7i)y  (b)  it  also 
makes  us  think  something  not  realizable,  as  when  it  sepa- 
rates those  things  which  cannot  be  separated  without 
rendering  what  remains  altogether  inconceivable,  as,  for 
example,  the  centre  of  the  circle  without  the  circumference, 
the  corporeal  force  without  any,  even  generic,  extension, 
&c,  [hypothetic  abstraction), 

788.  This  second  kind  of  abstractions,  if  we  wish  to 
reduce  them  to  a  general  formula,  may  be  defined  as 
abstractions  in  which  the  abstracting  process  has  taken 
away  even  the  power  to  receive  the  determinations  that  are 
required  to  make  them  real. 

Now,  the  concept  of  materia  prima  is  not  obtained  by 
this  second  kind  of  abstraction,  but  by  the  first.     Hence 

789.  2.°  Materia  prima  is  an  extended  force  which  is 
capable 

a.  Of  having  a  determinate  quantity  of  extension  ; 

b.  Of  having  a  determinate  shape  ; 

c.  Of  being  divided  into  parts,  each  with  its  determinate 
quantity  and  figure ; 

d.  Of  having  a  determinate  sensible. 

790.  3.°  Furthermore,  materia  prima  is  the  substance  of 

♦  Determinate  dimension  does  not  remanet    substantia    indivistbilis,    ut 

enter  into  the  definition  of  matter ;  but  dict'tur^*    I.    Pkys.    [text    15].     (St. 

dimension    in    general    does,    because  Thomas,  Sum.  Tkfol.f  Pt.  I,  q.  1,  a.  ii). 

matter  is  not  infinite.  But    here  we   must    observe    that  in 

\  ^^  MaUriam  autem  dividi  in  partes  material    things    quantity    in    general 

mm  convenitf  nisi  secundum  quod  in-  cannot  be  removed  without  annihilating 

telligitur  sub  quantitate :  qua  remota  them. 
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bodies^  and  in  this  sense  Aristotle  is  right  in  applying  to  it 
the  name  of  substance.  The  determinations  of  quantity, 
figure,  quantitative  numerousness  and  sensibility,  are  so 
many  conditions  under  which  it  may  have  the  act  of  sub- 
sistence. These  conditions,  taken  together,  constitute  the 
form  of  body. 

791.  Now,  these  determinations  may  vary ;  but  in  every 
case  some  or  others  of  them  are  necessary. 

In  so  far  as  they  are  necessary,  they  constitute  the 
substantial  form  of  the  body  conjointly  with  the  act  of 
substance.  In  other  words,  determinate  extension  or 
quantity,  figure,  and  the  sensible,  in  so  far  as  they  termi- 
nate or  perfect  the  act  which  makes  them  subsist,  which  is 
the  act  of  material  substance  from  which  they  derive  unity, 
are  called  the  substantial  form  of  bodies* 

792.  In  so  far  again  as  they  are  variable,  they  con- 
stitute so  many  accidental  for^ns^  or  accidents,  and  as  such 
they  are  not  considered  in  the  unity  of  the  substance  that 
makes  them  subsist,  but  as  separate  from  each  other  by 
abstraction.! 


♦  "  Forma m^  loquendo  de  corporeis, 
recentiores  cum  viteribus  physicis  cor' 
puscularibus  collocant  in  prificipiis  me- 
ckanuCSf  nempe  figura^  magnitudine^ 
textura^  positione^  motu  partiuin.  His 
add  it  Buffonitis  (Observ.  et  Ex  per.  sur 
la  production  des  Animaux.^  vol.  i, 
chap,  iii)  impenetrabilitatem^  divisibili' 
tat€m^  communicationem  motus :  hac 
quidem.  cut  miateriam  constituendam 
concurrunt,  non  ad  ejus  formam^ 
scilicet  non  efficiunt  ut  potius  sit  hac 
quam  alia  '*  (Baldinotti,  Metaphys. 
General.^  n.  850).  But  all  this  is  in- 
accurate, because  no  distinction  is 
made  between  what  belongs  (i)  to  the 
realization  of  matter,  (2)  to  matter 
itself,  (3)  to  the  substantial  form,  (4)  to 
accidental  forms.  To  realization  be- 
long quantity,  divisibility,  locality,  and 
hence,  texture :  these  things  properly 
belong  neither  to  the  matter  nor  to  the 
form  of  bodies.  To  matter  belong  im- 
penetrability, extension  in  general,  and 
certain  dispositions^  that  is,  the  aptitude 
to  receive  the  substantial  and  accidental 
forms,  and  the  consequences  of  its  reali- 
zation. To  the  substantial  form  belongs 


determinate  shape,  but  not  one  shape 
rather  than  another,  and  a  determinate 
felt,  but  not  one  rather  than  another. 
To  the  accidental  forms  belongs  the 
choice  of  these  forms  and  of  these  de- 
terminate felts. 

t  Ancient  philosophers,  it  appears  to 
me,  did  not  distinguish  between  in- 
determinate extension  which  belongs 
to  first  matter,  and  determinate  ex- 
tension or  extensive  quantity,  which 
does  not  belong  to  it.  St.  Thomas 
thus  sets  forth  Plato's  theory :  '•^  Prima 
accidentia  consequentia  substantiam 
sunt  quantitas  et  qualitasy  et  hcec  duo 
proportionantur  duobus  principiis  «- 
sentialibus  substantia^  scilicet  forma 
et  materiay  quia  QUANTITAS  RK- 
SPONDET  MATER li£,  unde  magnum 
et  parvum  Plato  posuit  differentias 
materia ^  sed  qualitas  ex  parte  forma  " 
{Sentent,  IV,  D.  xii,  q.  1,  art.  1,  ad  i). 
But  why  does  the  sainted  doctor  say 
that  these  entities  arc  accidents  whicn 
follow  substance,  and  not  that  they 
enter,  as  essential,  into  its  constitution  ? 
This  is  readily  explained  if  we  consider 
that  the  concept  or  essence  of  substance 

c  2 
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793.  4.°  The  various  elements  of  the  corporeal  nature 
have  an  order  among  themselves,  which  is  this  :  i .°  There 
is  force,  whose  essential  mode  is  extensive  quantity.  Force 
cannot  be  considered  as  separated  from  extensive  quantity 
except  by  an  abstraction  of  the  second  order;  in  other 
words,  when  so  separated,  it  remains  an  absurdity  because 
it  is  force  and  yet  lacks  the  necessary  element  of  its  con- 
stitution ;  it  is  force  in  potentiality,  and  force  in  potentiality 
is  not  the  force  conceived  by  us,  which  is  in  act.  2.°  Exten- 
sive quantity  has  limits  which  determine  a  figure  ;  figure, 
therefore,  is  in  extension  as  limits  are  in  the  limited, 
3.°  Figure  does  not  present  itself  to  us  without  some 
felt,  and  although,  by  abstraction,  we  may  prescind  from 
any  particular  felt,  yet  we  cannot  prescind  from  the  felt  in 
general ;  so  that  the  abstract  figure  is  not  a  figure  without 
any  felt  element,  but  a  figure  conceived  as  capable  of  being 
felt,  without  any  determination  as  to  the  nature  of  the  felt 
which  it  includes,  since  it  may  include  several  of  them 
separately. 

794.  When,  then,  we  think  the  abstract  called  force,  we 
think  extension  along  with  it ;  but  we  leave  this  extension 
indeterminate,  and  this  is  the  concept  of  7nateria  prima 
[vpolfTTi  uXri]  of  bodies. 

795.  When  we  think  the  less  simple  abstract  of  force 
with  a  determinate  extension  or  extensive   quantity,  we 


is  difTerent  from  its  realization.  Into  the 
essence  of  substance,  and,  properly  speak- 
ing, of  matter,  quantity ^  which  is  deter- 
minate extension,  does  not  enter ;  but 
when  substance  is  realized,  this  quantity 
is  determined  by  the  will  of  the  Creator. 
Determinate  extension  or  quantity, 
therefore,  proceeds  from  the  greater  or 
less  realization  of  matter.  This  further 
shows  the  truth  of  the  dictum  that 
"  quantitas  dimensiva  secundum  suam 
rationem  non  dependet  a  materia  sensi- 
bilif  quanrvis  dependeat  secundum  suum 
esset  ideo  in  pradicando  et  suhjiciendo 
accipit  modum  suhstantite  et  <ucidentis, 
unde  lineam  dicimus  et  auantitatem  et 
quantam"  6;'c.  (Ibid,  aa  2".)  Secun- 
dum suam  rationem  \wfera  rov  Ufpn\ 
means,  according    to  its   concept    or 


essence,  because  we  can  think  quantity 
as  abstracted  from  sensible  matter,  or 
rather,  we  can  think  sensible  matter 
apart  from  quantity,  since  in  the  idea 
of  matter  the  quantity  of  matter  is  not 
determined.  But  secundum  suum  esse 
[itara  ro  /aiYe^of],  that  is,  according  to 
its  realization,  quantity  depends  upon 
sensible  matter,  because  quantity  is  a 
mode  of  matter ;  and,  vice  versa,  matter^ 
in  the  concept  of  which  no  qualitv  is  as- 
signed, and  neither  the  more  nor  the  less; 
if  it  is  realized,  it  must  receive  a  quan- 
tum from  the  will  of  him  who  realizes  it. 
Whence  we  conclude  that  extensive 
quantity  does  not  proceed  either  from 
the  matter  or  from  the  form  of  bodies, 
but  from  their  reality,  and  this  reality 
from  the  will  of  the  Creator. 
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think  at  the  same  time  figure,  but  this  is  left  indeterminate, 
and  is  ftiatter  with  a  given  dimension  (not  niafcn'a  prund), 

796.  When  we  think  the  still  less  simple  abstract  of 
matter  with  determinate  quantity  and 'figure,  we  think  at 
the  same  time  the  felt ;  but  we  leave  indeterminate  what  is 
its  quality,  or  what  are  the  sensible  qualities  it  has. 

797.  When,  finally,  we  think  matter  with  quantity, 
figure  and  determinate  felt,  then  we  think  fiilly  formed 
body,  matter  along  with  form,  the  full  spccicSy  the  uni- 
versal, but  not  abstract,  idea  of  body.* 

798.  As  to  the  real  body  itself,  it  is  perceived  intel- 
lectively  when  sensitive  perception  is  united  to  the  idea 
which  corresponds  to  it,  that  is,  to  the  fiiU  species. 

799.  That  which  is  thought  before  its  determinations  is 
called  ikiQ  subject  of  determinations ;  hence  fnateria  prir^m  is 
the  first  subject  of  all  corporeal  determinations:  extensive 
qiiantity  is  taken  as  the  dialectic  subject  of  figure ;  figure 
as  the  dialectic  subject  of  sensible  qualities. 

800.  But,  be  it  carefully  observed  that  human  reason 


*  St.  Thomas  tells  us  almost  the  same 
thing  when  he  writes :  "  Sciendum  quod 
substantia  corporalis  habet  quod  sit  sub- 
jectum  accidentium.  ex  materia  sua^  cui 
PRIMO  IN  EST  suBjici  ALTF.Ri  (whence 
matter  is  also  the  subject  of  the  sub- 
stantial form).  Prima  autem  dispositio 
tnateria  est  quantitas  (here  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  determinate  quantity  does 
not  belong  to  matter,  but  is  a  superin- 
duced disposition,  whereas  indeterminate 
quantity,  that  is,  quantity  capable  of  be- 
ing determined,  is  essential  to  the  con- 
cept of  matter;  quia  secundum,  ipsam 
attenditur  divisio  ejus  et  indivisio^  et  ita 
unitas  et  multittido  qius  sunt  prima 
consequentia  ejus  ;  et  propter  hoc  sunt 
dispasitiones  totius  materia:  non  hujus 
out  iUius  (indeterminate  continuous 
quantity  and  the  unity  of  the  continuous 
are  an  essential  constituent  of  matter, 
but  discrete  quantity^  that  is,  multi- 
plicity, is  not  essential,  except  poten- 
tially, in  so  far  as  the  continuous  may 
always  be  thought  as  divided  into 
several  continua),  Unde  omnia  alia 
accidentia  M  EDI  ANTE  quantitate  i>j 
substantia  fundantur,  et  QUANTITAS 
EST  PRIUS  EIS  NATURALITER,  et  ideo 


non  claudit  materiam  setisibileni  in 
ratione  sua,  quamvis  claudat  materiam 
intelligibilem^  ut  dicitur  in  VII.  Meta- 
physicorumy  By  sensible  matter  is 
meant  matter  in  so  far  as  it  is  in  poten- 
tiality with  respect  to  sensible  qualities ; 
by  intelligible  matter  is  meant  matter 
conceiveci  as  abstracted  from  this  poten- 
tiality, and  this  implies  that  quantity  in 
its  deHnition  presupposes  matter  as  its 
subject,  but  we  do  not  require  to  think 
this  matter  as  the  subject  of  such  quali- 
ties, because  they  are  thought  subse- 
quently to  abstract  quantity,  so  much 
so  that  quantity  itself,  when  it  is  deter- 
mined, is  afterwards  the  subject  of  these 
qualities.  Hence  the  saint  refutes  the 
error  of  Descartes,  who  made  the  sub- 
stance of  bodies  extension,  an  error  into 
which  some  of  the  Schoolmen  fell : 
"Unde  ex  hoc  quidam  decepti  fuerunt 
ut  c  rede  rent  dimensiones  esse  substan- 
tiam  rerum  sensibilium,  quia  remotis 
qualitatibus  nihil  sensibile  remancre 
videbant  nisi  quantitatem,  qua  tamen 
secundum  esse  suum  dependet  a  sub- 
stantia, SICUT  KT  ALIA  ACCIDENTIA  " 
(Sentent.  IV,  Dist.  xii,  q.  i,  a.  i). 


38  PSYCHOLOGY, 

pursues  two  opposite  paths,  or,  to  speak  more  correctly, 
pursues  the  same  path  in  two  opposite  directions :  it  comes 
and  goes.  When  it  goes,  it  proceeds  according  to  the 
natural  and  common  order,  and  this  is  an  analytic  direc- 
tion from  the  whole  to  the  parts ;  when  it  returns,  it  pro- 
ceeds according  to  the  scientific  and  learned  order,  and  this 
is  a  synthetic  direction  from  the  parts  to  the  whole.  This 
returning  of  the  mind  presupposes  the  previous  going.  The 
learned  synthesis  presupposes  the  vulgar  analysis. 

80 1.  When  from  first  matter  we  descend  to  real  body, 
we  return  from  the  parts  to  the  whole.  The  mind  (spirito)^ 
before  travelling  in  this  direction,  must  necessarily  have 
travelled  in  the  opposite  direction,  from  the  whole  to  the 
parts,  and  in  this  process  the  order  of  subjects  and  pre- 
dicates is  changed.  First,  then,  there  is  the  felt,  then  its 
figure,  then  its  quantity.  For  this  reason,  figure  is  pre- 
dicated of  the  felt,  and  quantity  of  figure ;  in  other  words, 
we  say  that  figure  is  a  mode  of  the  felt,  and  extensive 
quantity  a  mode  of  figure.  But  matter  being  the  proxi- 
mate, actual  cause  of  the  felt,  cannot  be  predicated.  On  the 
contrary,  everything  must  be  predicated  of  it,  that  is,  pre- 
dicated of  the  felt,  which  is  the  term  of  its  act,  in  which  it 
is  perceived,  and,  therefore,  it  always  remains  true  that 
figxire,  quantity  and  the  felt  are  predicated  of  matter  as  its 
effects.  Hence,  in  whichever  direction  the  mind  moves, 
matter  has  always  the  position  of  first  subject,  or  sub- 
stance. It  can  never  be  made  a  predicate,  but  only  a 
subject. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

CONCEPT    OF    FORM. 

802.  From  what  has  been  said,  it  appears  that  matter 
is  the  act  *  in  which  and  by  which  bodies  exist,  that  is,  the 
act  by  which  and  in  which  corporeal  qualities  subsist;  it 
is  wh^t  we  conceive  first  when  thinking  of  bodies. 

803.  But  since  this  act  cannot  be  realized  alone  and 
free  from  all  corporeal  qualities  that  are  conceived  to  be 
potentially  in  it,  there  is,  clearly,  something  which  perfects 
it,  and  this  is  the  sum  of  those  determinate  qualities,  which 
are  included  under  the  term /or?n. 

804.  But  since  some  qualities  are  variable,  in  so  far  as 
they  are  entirely  necessary  to  enable  us  to  think  matter  as 
realized,  they  are  called  the  substantial  form  of  body, 
because  they  likewise  concur  in  constituting  that  act 
whereby  the  body  can  be  conceived  as  fit  to  be  realized; 
and  in  this  sense  it  is  said  that  the  form  also  is  substance, 
that  is,  that  it  goes  to  form  part  of  substance. 

805.  Again,  in  so  far  as  these  qualities  are  variable,  so 
that  what  is  necessary  to  the  subsistence  of  a  body  remains 
undetermined,  in  the  sense  that  one  or  another  of  said 
qualities  may  alternatively  be  attributed  to  it,  they  are 
called  accidental  forms, 

806.  But  since  we  may  conceive  bodies  furnished  with 
all  qualities,  both  substantial  and  accidental,  lacking 
nothing  of  the  capacity  for  realization,  and  yet  capable  of 
being  realized  with  greater  or  less  magnitudes,  or  repeated 
with  the  same  magnitude  any  number  of  times;  we  say  that 

♦  The  word  act  expresses  any  entity,      which  it  refers,  and  which  we  have  ex- 
and  its  nature,  in  the  present  case,  is     plained, 
derived  from  the  nature  of  bodies,  to 
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neither  the  continuous  nor  the  discrete  quantity  of  matter  is 
determined  by  the  concept  of  matter  or  by  that  oiforniy  but 
by  that  of  realizatioriy  which  depends  upon  the  free  will  of 
the  Author  who  realizes  bodies. 

807.  The  first  ground,  therefore,  in  virtue  of  which  all 
that  is  in  a  body  is  conceived  as  subsisting,  is  matter, 
which,  for  that  reason,  first  receives  the  name  of  substance 
and  of  first  subject.  Hence,  it  is  also  the  subject  of  the  sub- 
stantial form,  as  the  latter  is  the  subject  of  the  accidents. 
Realization^  on  the  other  hand,  has  its  ground,  not  in  the 
body,  but  in  the  creative  cause,  and  it  is  not  the  subject  of 
the  body  but  what  makes  the  subject  subsist. 
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CHAPTER   V. 

THE    GREATEST    PHILOSOPHERS    WERE    NOT   CONSTANT   IN 
THEIR  USE  OF  THE  TERMS  MATTER  AND  FIRST  MATTER. 

808.  Now  that  we  have  developed  the  concept  oi  first 
mattery  and  found  that  it  occurs  in  bodies,  in  which  the 
perfection  and  ultimate  acts  of  it  are  called  yi^rw,  we  may 
show  (since  this  results  also  from  what  was  said  in  the  first 
part)  that  such  matter  does  not  occur  in  the  soul.  But  in 
order  to  avoid  disputes  about  words,  and  also  to  furnish  a 
key  to  the  right  understanding  of  the  chief  philosophers, 
it  may  be  well  to  remark  here  that  these  philosophers 
did  not  always  use  the  Xj&rm  first  matter  v^xiki  precision  or 
accurately  fix  the  concept  of  it,  as  we  have  tried  to  do, 
but  assigned  different  significations  to  the  terms  matter  and 
first  matter^  the  result  of  which  was  that  they  ran  into 
apparent  contradictions,  as  well  as  into  hot  and  vain 
disputes. 


ARTICLE   I. 
Some  cofifoundt'd  Reality  with  First  Matter. 

809.  In  the  first  place,  almost  all  the  great  philosophers 
confounded  yfr^/  matter  with  subsistent  reality,  from  which 
we  have  distinguished  it. 

This  was  the  case  with  Plato,  who  made  qtia^itity 
a  dependence  or  consequence  of  matter,  whereas  quantity 
is  not  at  all  included  in  the  concept  of  matter,  being  posited 
by  the  realization  of  it,  and  determined  by  the  will  of  the 
Realizer. 


42 


PSYCHOLOGY. 


8io.  This  was  the  case  also  with  Aristotle,  who  made 
matter  the  principle  of  individuation,  whereas,  this  prin- 
ciple, as  we  have  shown,  ought  to  be  attributed  to  suhststent 
reality y^  which  is  always  fully  determined. 


♦  Anthropology^  Bk.  IV,  chap,  i,  art. 
5,  nos.  782-788.     The  fact  that  he  con- 
founded the  concept  of  matter  with  the 
concept  of  reality,  prevented  his  theory 
of  the  human  intellect  from  attaining 
perfection.  The  intellect  abstracts  from 
the   reality  of  mattery   but   not   from 
matter.    If  this  had  been  seen,  a  clear 
verbal  separation  would  have  been  made 
between  the   ideal  and   the  real,   the 
former  of  which  belongs  to  the  intellect, 
the  latter   to  sense.     The  Schoolmen 
said  :    ••  Unumqtiodque  intelligitur  in 
quantum  a  materia  abstrahitur,  quia 
jbrma  in   materia    sunt    individuates 
formcBy    quas    intellectus    non    appre- 
hend it   secundum    quod    hujusmodi^ 
(St.  Thomas,  Sum.  Theol.y  Pt.  I,  qu.  L, 
a.  ii,  in  corp.)    This  statement  is  most 
true  if  we  mean  by  matter  reality,  sub- 
sistence, but  not   if  we  mean  matter 
proper.     And,  indeed,  it  is  not  merely 
matter  that  is  realized,  but  also  form  ; 
and  the  intellect  docs  not  even  appre- 
hend form  when  it  is  realized  {forma 
indiinduales  quas  intellectus  non  appre- 
hend it).    To  say  that  realized  forms  are 
not    apprehended    because    they    are 
united  to  matter,  is  false ;  this  happens 
only   because   they  are  realized,   sub- 
sistent.     On  the  other  hand,  matter,  as 
well  as  form,  are  apprehended  by  the 
intellect,  so  long  as  they  are  ideiu  and 
not  real.     For  example,  in  the  concept 
of  man  there  is  both  form  and  matter, 
and  yet  the  intellect  intuites  this  con- 
cept.    But  some  of  the  Schoolmen  de- 
nied  this,    and    maintained    that    the 
species,   or    the    idea,    embraces  only 
form,  and  this  is  in  agreement  with  the 
theory  which  takes  matter  for  reality, 
and  makes  said  matter  the  principle  of 
individuation.    Now  this  was  too  glar- 
ing an  absurdity.     How  was  it  to  be 
avoided  }     In  order  to  get  rid  of  the 
difficulty,  they  distinguished  two  mat- 
ters, the  common  or  intelligible,  and 
the  particular,  and  in  so   doing  they 
were  forced  to  recognise  that  the  reality 
of  matter  is  something  different  from  the 


essence  or  idea  of  matter.    They  ought, 
therefore,   to  have  reserved   tne  term 
matter  to   express   essence,  and   then 
they  would    nave    perfected   the   lan- 
guage   of   philosopny;    but,    unfortu- 
nately,    they    were    prevented     from 
doing  so  by  their  reverence  for  Aris- 
totle.    Instead  of  this,   they  compli- 
cated it,  by  introducing  two  kinds  of 
matter,    that    is,    by    giving    to    the 
term    matter    two    significations,    the 
one  expressing  the  essence  of  matter, 
the  other  its  realization.    This  renders 
many  of  their  doctrines  ambiguous,  and 
gives  rise  to  subtle  and  interminable 
questions.  Let  us  listen  to  St.  Thomas : 
*•  Quidam  putaverunt  quod  species  rei 
naturalis  (the  idea)  sit  forma  solum,  et 
quod  materia  non  sit  pars  speciei.  (This 
they  were  obliged  to  say,  if  by  matter 
they  meant  the  principle  of  individua- 
tion.)     Sed  secundum   hoc  in   defini- 
tionihus  rerum  naturalium  non  pone- 
retur  materia  (this  absurdity  is  cleari)' 
recognised  by  the  Sainted  Doctor).   Et 
ideo  aliter  dicendum  est  quod  materia 
est   duplex,    scilicet   communis    (ideal 
matter),    et    signata    vel    individualis 
(real  matter).      Communis  quidem  ut 
caro  et  os  ;  individualis  autem  ut  KM 
(this  is  the  pronoun  indicating  reality) 
camesy  et  h.-kc  ossa.     Intellectus  igitur 
abstrahit  speciem  rei  tuituralis  a  nmteria 
sensibili  individually  non  autem.  a  mate- 
ria sensibili  communi  :    sicut  speciem 
hominis  abstrahit  ab  his  camibus  et  his 
ossibuSy  qua  non  sunt  de  ratione  specieiy 
sed  partes  individuiy  ut  diciturin  VII. 
Metaphysicorum  (text  34,   35)  et  ideo 
sine  eis  considerari  potest.     Sed  species 
hominis  non  potest  abstrahi  per  intel- 
lectum  a  camibus  et  ossibus^*  {Sum. 
Theol.y  Pt.  I,  q.  Ixxxv,  art.  i).     Be  it 
observed,  even  on   this  passage,   that 
when     the    denomination    indix^idual 
matter  was  given  to  the  second  kind  of 
matter,  the  individuation  was  already 
supposed  as  given,  whereas  the  cause 
of  it  was  what  was  being  sought  for. 
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ARTICLE   II. 

Some  Philosophers^  using  the  second  mode  of  abstraction    (hypothetic 
abstraction)  made  matter  an  immaterial  being. 

811.  Now,  if,  as  we  have  seen,  we  remove  from  the  con- 
cept of  matter  all  thought  of  extension  in  general,  this 
concept  no  longer  expresses  anything.  We  are  then 
considering  force  by  means  of  hypothetic,  and  no  longer 
by  means  of  thetic,  abstraction.  Hence  even  St.  Thomas 
teaches,  that,  if  we  abstract  from  all  extension,  we  thereby 
abstract  from  all  matter.     Let  us  consider  his  words  : 

"  Mathematical  species  can  be  abstracted  by  the  intel- 
lect from  sensible  ^naUeVy  not  only  when  it  is  individual 
(recility),  but  also  when  it  is  comnwfi  (essence  of  matter). 
They  cannot,  on  the  other  hand,  be  abstracted  from  common 
intelligible  matter,  but  only  from  the  individual.  What  is 
called  sensible  matter  is  corporeal  matter  in  so  far  as  it  is 
subject  to  sensible  qualities,  />.,  to  cold  and  hot,  to  hard 
and  soft,  and  the  like.  On  the  other  hand,  what  is  called 
intelligible  matter  is  termed  substance  in  so  far  as  it 
underlies  quantity  (continuous).  Now  it  is  manifest  that 
quantity  exists  in  substance  prior  to  sensible  qualities. 
Whence  quantity,  as  well  as  numbers  (of  course,  the  num- 
bers of  continuous  quantities),  the  dimensions  and  the 
figures  that  are  terms  of  quantities,  may  be  considered 
without  the  sensible  qualities,  that  is,  may  be  abstracted 
from  sensible  qualities :  still  they  cannot  be  considered 
without  presupposing  a  substance  underlying  the  quantity, 
for  this  would  be  to  abstract  them  from  common  intelligible 
matter.  On  the  other  hand,  they  may  be  considered  with- 
out this  or  that  particular  substance,  for  this  is  abstracting 
them  from  individual  intelligible  matter.''  *  Let  us  stop 
here. 

812.  We  have  seen  that  there  is  ^,  first  mattery  which  is 
the  force  that  acts  in  extension.  This  force  is  potential, 
(i)   with  reference  to  determinate  extension  or  quantity, 

♦  Sum,  Theol.j  Pt.  I,  q.  Ixxxv,  art.  I,  ad  201. 
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which  may  be  one  or  several,  and  hence  numerable,  (2)  to 
figure,  (3)  to  sensible  qualities. 

What  are  mathematical  species  ?  They  are  the  figures, 
and  their  terms — superficies,  line,  point. 

The  mathematical  species  are  not,  ^^r^ior^y  first  matter ^ 
but  a  matter  already  reduced  to  the  act  of  quantity  and 
figure,  and  so  partly  endowed  with  form.  In  considering 
it,  we  merely  neglect  the  sensible  qualities  in  relation  to 
which  it  is  potential ;  and  it  is  precisely  because  it  is 
potential  that  it  is  called  matter.  This  is  the  tnathefnatical 
matter  of  the  Schoolmen.  When,  therefore,  they  say  that 
in  the  concept  of  mathematical  matter,  we  abstract  fi-om 
sensible  matter,  both  individual  and  common,  they  mean 
that  we  abstract  from  the  potentiality  to  sensible  quali- 
ties, whether  considered  as  real  or  as  ideal.  When,  more- 
over, they  say  that  we  abstract  from  mdtvidtuzl  intelligible 
matter^  they  mean  by  individual  intelligible  matter  deter- 
minate quantity  and  realized  figure  (with  all  that  belongs  to 
figure) ;  but  this  is  an  improper  way  of  speaking,  because 
the  Schoolmen  themselves  had  already  laid  down  that  the 
individtial  is  not  conceived  by  the  intellect,  whence,  in  a 
way  altogether  inconsistent  with  their  own  doctrine,  they 
posited  a  matter  at  once  intclligihle  and  individual. 

But  they  gave  the  name  of  intelligible  to  this  matter, 
because  quantity  and  figure,  when  abstracted  fi-om  the 
sensible,  are  purely  objects  of  the  intellect,  not  seeing  that, 
as  such,  it  is  never  individual,  unless  arbitrarily  fixed  in 
some  part  of  space.  Nevertheless,  since  what  is  in  the  in- 
tellect may  be  met  with  in  reality,  such  denomination  is 
not  altogether  vain.  In  saying  that  the  concept  of  mathe- 
matical matter  does  not  abstract  from  common  intelligible 
matter,  they  mean  that  quantity  and  figure  are  considered 
by  the  mathematicians  not  merely  as  abstracted  fi-om 
sensible  qualities,  but  also  without  being  referred  to  a  real 
body  of  possible  realization.  Now,  let  us  see  what  follows. 
"Some  things  again  there  are  that  are  abstracted  fi-om  com- 
mon intelligible  matter,  such  as  being,  the  potential  one, 
act,  and  other  things,  which  may  be  without  any  matter,  as 
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we  find  in  the  separate  substances."*  Here  we  see  at  once 
that,  as  soon  as  we  prescind  from  extension  and  from  all 
continuous  quantity,  we  are  already  outside  of  all  matter ; 
the  concept  of  matter  slips  through  our  fingers  altogether, 
and  there  remain  only  certain  ultimate  abstractions,  which 
may  be  realized  in  matter  or  without  it.  There  is,  there- 
fore, something  anterior  to  matter,  there  is  something  of 
the  nature  of  act  or  active  power.  The  concept  of  matter, 
therefore,  does  not  begin  to  arise  in  our  minds  until  we 
think  of  a  sensiferous  power  in  extension.! 

813.  But  this  concept  was  not,  as  we  have  said,  always 
held  fast.  Hence,  when  some  of  the  Schoolmen  say  of 
matter  that  *'*' talis  potentia  non  est  ad  operatiofiem^  sed  ad  esseX* 
instead  of  saying  ad  formamy  they  enlarge  the  concept  of 
matter,  so  that  matter  may  belong  to  every  creature,  because 
every  creature,  even  that  which  is  spiritual,  before  it  is,  has 
the  power  ad  esse^  which  means,  the  power  to  receive  sub- 
sistence. According  to  this  principle  understood  literally, 
matter  is  converted  into  "possible  thing,"  which  is  the  idea; 
and  this  must  not  be  done,  because,  as  we  have  shown,  we 
have  ideas  of  forms  as  well  as  of  matter. 

814.  Hence  some  of  the  Schoolmen  maintained  that  all 
things,  visible  and  invisible,  movable  and  immovable, 
corporeal  and  incorporeal,  are  composed  of  matter  and 
form ;  but,  as  St.  Thomas  justly  observes,  this  is  taking 
the  word  matter  in  two  significations,  and  not  in  its  true 
and  proper  signification.!! 

815.  Those  who  take  matter  as  a  synonym  for  that  which 


♦  Sum,  Thtol.y  Pt.  I,  q.  Ixxxv,  art.  i. 

t  This  proof  of  the  thesis  that,  before 
matter  there  is  some  other  principle,  is 
dravm  from  the  order  of  ideas,  from  the 
notion  of  matter,  which  we  cannot  con- 
ceive  without  thinking  a  previous 
actuality.  St.  Thomas  proves  the  same 
thing  t^  means  of  another  argument, 
that  is,  from  the  necessity  of  an  active 
principle  to  bring  matter,  which  is  only 
potential,  into  act.  "Principium 
fnaUriaU^  quod  apud  nos  imperfictum. 
inveniturj  non  potest  esse  simplicUer 
primumy  sed  praceditur  ab  alio  per- 
fecto.    Nam  semen^  licet  sit  principium 


animalis  generati  ex  semine^  tamen 
habet  ante  se  animal  vel  pUmtamy  unde 
deciditur.  Oportet  enim  ante  id  quod 
est  in  potentiay  esse  aliquid  in  actUy  cum 
ens  in  potentia  non  reducatur  in  actum, 
nisi  per  aliquod  ens  in  actuJ**  Sum. 
TheoL,  Pt.  1,  q.  iv,  art.  I  ad  2 no. 

X  St.  Thomas,  Quast,  Quodlib.  x, 
qu.  iii,  a.  v. 

II  Materia  dicitur  cequivoce  (in  two 
senses)  de  mobilibus  et  immobilibus.  In 
//.  Sefttent.y  D.  II,  q.  ii,  art.  ii  ad  4. 
See  also  Quast,  Quodlib,  iii,  q.  viii, 
art.  XX. 
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is  in  potentiay  excluding  from  the  concept  all  relation  to 
extension,  necessarily  make  it  a  being  from  which  matter 
itself  has  been  abstracted,  and  so  it  becomes  indivisible,  as 
is  observed  even  by  St.  Thomas,  who  writes  :  "  Materiam 
autem  dividt  in  partes  noft  convenity  nisi  secundum  quod 
intelligitur  sub  quantitate;  qua  remotay  remanet  substantia 
indivisibiliSy  ut  dicitur  in  Prinio  Physicoruniy'  text  15,* 
where  by  quantity  we  must  understand  a  particular  deter- 
minate quantity,  the  determination  being  left  indefinite. 


ARTICLE    III. 
Is  First  Matter  inert  ? 

816.  The  philosophers  of  whom  we  have  been  speaking 
did  not  observe  that  the  concept  of  matter  exhibits  to  the 
intellect  something  having  relation  to  extension,  and,  there- 
fore, removing  this  relation  from  it  by  excessive  abstrac- 
tion, they  destroyed  the  concept  of  matter,  so  that  nothing 
remained  in  their  hands  but  the  concept  of  something 
immaterial  and  indivisible,  which  precedes  that  of  matter. 

There  were  others  who  did  not  entirely  do  away  with 
the  relation  to  extension,  granting  to  matter  the  power  of 
being  moved  in  space;  but  they  took  away  from  it  the 
power  of  exciting  motion,  and  called  it  inert.  Were  these 
right  ? 

817.  The  logical  reason  which  led  them  to  this  thought 
was  that  they  directed  their  attention  to  the  phenomena  of 
material  niasSy  which  presents  itself  to  us  as  a  movable,  an 
entity  very  different  from  the  sensiferous. 

Now,  inasmuch  as  material  mass  is  sometimes  in  motion, 
and  sometimes  at  rest,  they  inferred  correctly  that  motion 
is  not  essential  to  it,  and  does  not  enter  into  the  concept  of 
it — that  matter  receives  motion  from  another  active  prin- 
ciple different  from  it;  and  it  is  entirely  certain  that  no 
body  moves  of  itself,  hence  the  principle  of  the  motion  of 
bodies  must  be  sought  elsewhere. 

*  Sutn.y  I,  qu.  1,  a,  ii. 
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818.  But  the  extra-subjective  phenomena  of  motion  are 
not  those  that  first  present  themselves  in  the  concept  of 
body.  As  we  have  seen,  the  first  phenomenon  is  the  felt,  in 
which  we  have  the  intellective  perception  of  the  sensiferous, 
the  concept  of  which  is  that  of  an  activity  exercised  upon 
our  souls  and  diffusing  itself  in  the  extension  of  the  felt. 
This  activity,  therefore,  which  produces  the  felt  indubitably 
exists,  and  vs^  first  \xi  the  concept  of  body;  for  which  reason 
it  is  that  which  constitutes  its  cognizable  and  nameable 
essence.  Now  this  same  activity  is  also  the  subject  of 
motion,  which  motion  is  nothing  more  than  "the  mani- 
festation of  the  sensiferous  in  a  felt  which  occupies  an 
extension  successively  diverse."  From  this  point  of  view, 
it  is,  therefore,  true  that  the  sensiferous  is  passive,  that  is, 
suited  to  receive  and  transmit  motion,  not  to  impart  it. 

819.  Where,  then,  shall  we  find  the  principle  of  motion  ? 
In  the  first  place,  we  find  it  in  the  soul,  which  changes 

the  sensiferous  in  place. 

We  understand,  likewise,  that,  outside  of  the  human 
soul  there  must  be  some  other  principle  to  produce  it :  this 
is  shown  by  the  phenomenon  of  attraction. 

We  understand,  in  the  third  place,  that  this  principle  of 
motion  outside  the  human  soul  can  neither  be  the  material 
mass  nor  the  foreign  force,  because,  if  this  does  not  receive 
motion,  it  cannot  transmit  it  to  another  force.  It  must, 
therefore,  already  have  received  motion  into  itself,  and 
cannot  produce  it  or  be  its  principle. 

820.  Can,  then,  that  which  we  have  called  corporeal 
prtfutpie  be  the  principle  of  motion  ? 

In  order  to  answer  this  question,  we  must  examine  the 
concept  of  corporeal  principle.  We  arrived  at  this  concept 
from  seeing  that  the  felt^  as  well  as  the  sensiferous  force 
which  we  perceive  in  it,  is  only  the  term  of  an  action  per- 
formed in  our  souls,  and  we  do  not  know  what  the  agent  is 
in  itself,  that  is,  in  its  principle,  inasmuch  as  we  know  it 
only  from  its  living  action  in  its  term.  Not  knowing,  then, 
the  principle  of  this  action,  we  have  given  it  the  name  of 
corporeal  principle.    Now,  according  to  this  concept,  we 
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know  that  the  corporeal  principle  is  the  principle  of  that 
action  which  we  have  called  sensiferous,  designating  it  a 
being,  in  order  to  be  able  to  conceive  it  intellectively.  But 
this  action  upon  the  soul  is  not  yet  motion,  whose  nature 
consists  in  displacing  the  sensiferous.  Hence  we  cannot 
even  affirm  that  it  is  the  corporeal  principle. 

821.  We  will  not  here  speak  of  the  faculty  of  trans- 
mitting motion,  which  properly  constitutes  the  foreign  foru 
and  the  mass — a  faculty  which  must  undoubtedly  be  attri- 
buted to  the  corporeal  principle,  as  its  subject.  What  we 
are  looking  for  is  solely  the  principle  of  motion. 

d^22.  Now  the  opinion  that  we  have  set  forth  in  the  first 
part  of  this  work,  that  every  material  element  is  the  term 
of  a  sentient  principle,  places  a  principle  of  motion  in 
nature  ;  it  explains  the  natural  movements  of  bodies  with- 
out calling  in  the  aid  of  God  as  a  second  cause,  and  recon- 
ciles the  great  and  ever  agitated  question  regarding  the 
inertia  and  activity  of  matter.  • 

The  truth  is,  some  philosophers  directing  their  atten- 
tion to  the  concept  of  matter,  found  contradiction  in  the 
idea  that  it  should  be  the  cause  of  motion,  and  these,  in 
our  opinion,  were  completely  right.  Others,  seeing  that 
all  nature  is  in  motion,  and  that  we  are  presented  with 
phenomena  not  only  of  impact,  but  also  of  attraction, 
expansion,  elasticity,  &c.,  and  shrinking  from  calling  in 
the  immediate  action  of  God  to  explain  them,  and  not 
knowing  any  other  cause  to  appeal  to,  made  matter  active, 
without  obser\^ing  that  the  attribution  of  such  activity  con- 
flicts with  the  concept  of  it  which  we  receive  from  percep- 
tion ;  nevertheless,  they  were  right  in  this  that  they 
recognised,  scattered  through  all  nature,  a  principle  of 
spontaneous  motion.  This  confirms  the  opinion  which  we 
have  indicated  concerning  the  animation  of  matter,  inas- 
much as  it  shows  it  to  be  that  which  most  happily^and 
without  absurdity  explains  all  natural  phenomena.* 

•  See  Cudworth,  Intellectual  System^  &c.,  chap,  i,  no.  i. 
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CHAPTER  VI. 

ON  THE  INTIMATE  UNION  OF  THE  SPIRIT  WITH  MATTER. 

823.  The  reason  why  the  concept  of  matter  (and  the 
same  is  true  of  the  concept  of  body)  does  not  furnish  us 
with  the  principle  of  motion,  is  that  we  derive  the  concept 
of  matter  and  of  body  from  perception,  and  perception 
shows  us  the  act  in  its  term  (the  felt)  and  not  in  its 
principle. 

This  term  (the  felt)  is  extended,  and  when  this  felt 
extension  is  displaced,  then  there  is  motion  ;  but  this  dis- 
placement of  the  term  is  not  the  term  itself,  because  the 
term  is  perceived  when  it  is  already  constituted,  not  before, 
for  the  reason  that  before  this  it  is  not  term,  and  not  felt. 
On  the  contrary,  the  action  which  displaces  the  term,  trans- 
porting it  from  one  place  to  another,  is  an  action  anterior 
to  the  constitution  of  the  term  (to  the  felt),  and,  hence,  does 
not  fall  under  perception. 

824.  Now,  if  we  consider  that  the  term  (the  felt)  from 
which  alone  we  derive  the  concept  of  mass,  body,  matter, 
and  also  of  foreign  force,  because  it  is  the  only  one  of  which 
we  have  experience,  is  something  that  we  feel  in  our  own 
spirit,  in  the  sentient  principle ;  we  cannot  doubt  that  the 
spirit  itself  cooperates  with  the  sensiferous  in  the  production 
of  it,  since  the  sentient  principle  receives  the  action  in  its 
own  particular  mode,  which  is  that  of  being  an  active 
principle.  But  in  what  respect  does  the  sentient  principle 
cooperate  in  this  ?  No  doubt,  it  cooperates  in  every 
respect,  that  is,  in  both  elements,  which  are  (i)  the  sensible, 
(2)  its  mode,  which  is  extension.  It  cooperates  to  produce 
the  sensible,  because,  where  there  is  no  sentient  principle, 
there  can  be  no  feeling.    It  cooperates  to  produce  its  mode, 

VOL.  II.  D 
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that  is,  extension,  because  extension,  or  the  continuous, 
can  exist  only  in  the  simple. 

825.  What  then  can  the  sensiferous  do  ?  Nothing  else, 
of  course,  than  excite  the  spirit  to  produce  the  felt  with  its 
mode,  that  is,  extension.  But  this  is  the  transcendent 
concept  of  the  sensiferous,  a  concept  which  shows  the 
sensiferous  in  its  principle,  in  the  corporeal  principle.  This, 
then,  helps  to  explain  how  matter  and  its  concept  are 
generated,  but  is  not,  itself,  the  concept  of  matter. 

826.  We  see,  therefore,  that  matter,  as  given  to  us  in 
perception  (the  common  or  vulgar  concept),  contains  not  a 
little  that  is  subjective,  and  that  we  must  be  careful  not  to 
talk  about  it  as  if  said  concept  of  matter  had  some  truth 
even  outside  of  perception.  It  is  true,  but  only  in  percep- 
tion. If  we  ask  what  matter  is  outside  of  perception,  matter 
vanishes :  we  are  no  longer  speaking  about  that  of  which 
all  the  world  speaks ;  for  all  the  world  speaks  of  matter 
as  perceived.  Thus  even  the  senses  do  not  delude  us, 
if  reason  recognises  in  them  what  they  give  and  no  more ; 
but  if  we  pretend  that  the  senses  furnish  us  with  what  they 
were  not  made  to  furnish,  we  at  once  fall  into  error,  and  it 
is  no  longer  the  senses  that  err,  but  the  reason,  which  pro- 
nounces judgment  outside  of  what  the  sensible  data  present 
to  it. 

827.  In  the  second  place,  it  will  be  well  to  meditate  on 
the  transcendent  concept  of  matter,  or,  more  correctly,  on 
the  transcendent  concept  of  that  entity  which  corresponds 
to  the  common  concept  of  matter,  in  order  that  through  it 
we  may  understand  how  closely  the  things  of  nature  are 
connected  with  each  other,  and,  to  take  the  case  in  point, 
how  closely  the  spirit  is  connected  with  the  corporeal  prin- 
ciple, and  how  from  their  connection  and  mutual  action 
there  spring  certain  entities,*  which,  when  we  conceive 
them  isolatedly,  we  consider  as  beings  or  substances. 
And  this  we  do  with  good  reason,  because,  in  so  doing, 

♦  This  is  another  example  of  that  aftd  Critical  History  of  Systems  relating 

natural  synthesisvi  of  which  we  have  to  the  Principle  of  Morals^  chap,  viii, 

spoken  in  several  places,  e.g.^  Principles  art.  iii,  no.  7  ;  Anthropology^  Bk.  II, 

of  Moral  Science,  chap,  ii ;  Comparative  sec.  i,  chap,  xi,  xii,  nos.  258-'268. 
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we  do  not  pronounce  on  their  nature,  but  merely  say  that 
they  are  that  first  act  which  we  perceive,  in  and  by  which 
many  second  acts  subsist,  since  substance  is  the  first  act, 
which  makes  a  thing  subsist. 

828.  Hence  this  word  substance  has  two  sigTiifications, 
the  one  transcendent  and  expressing  that  act  which  is 
absolutely  first  and  makes  all  things  subsist,  and,  in  this 
signification,  the  word  applies  only  to  God;  the  other 
common  and  expressing  that  act  of  the  entity  per- 
ceived by  us  which  is  first  in  our  perception,  and  in 
this  signification  relative  to  us  we  distinguish  a  variety  of 
substances,  which  we  may  properly  call,  not  absolutCy  but 
relative  substances;  and  in  this  sense  matter  also  is  sub- 
stance. 

829.  Finally,  the  distinction  between  the  two  concepts, 
that  is,  between  the  concept  of  matter  and  the  trans- 
cendent concept  corresponding  to  it,  aids  us  immensely 
in  explaining  how  the  different  opinions  of  philosophers 
respecting  matter  arose,  as  well  as  in  reconciling  them. 
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CHAPTER   VII. 

THE  HUMAN  SOUL  IS  FREE  FROM  ALL  MATTER. 


ARTICLE  L 

Proof. 

830.  Now  that  we  have  cleared  up  the  concepts  of 
matter  and  first  matter,  it  will  be  easy  to  show  that  the 
human  soul  is  entirely  free  from  all  matter. 

In  fact,  to  summarize  what  has  been  said,  the  concept 
of  matter  results  from  several  elements. 

I .°  It  presents  to  us  an  activity  in  act  in  its  term  and 
not  in  its  principle ; 

2.°  It  presents  to  us  an  extension,  a  mass,  as  the  mode 
of  this  activity  in  act  in  its  term  ; 

3.°  It  presents  us  with  mobility,  that  is,  with  the  apti- 
tude to  receive  and  transmit  motion,  not  the  aptitude  to 
produce  it;  because  to  receive  and  transmit  motion  belongs 
to  the  term,  to  produce  it,  to  the  principle  of  activity.  Now 
all  these  things  are  at  variance  with  the  concept  of  soul. 

831.  In  truth,  the  soul,  as  we  have  defined  it,  is  "a 
principle  sentient,  rational,  and  active  according  to  feeling 
and  rationality." 

Now  this  definition  places  not  only  a  difference,  but  a 
true  opposition,  between  the  concept  of  soul  and  that  ol 
matter.  The  soul  is  the  principle  of  act,  and  matter  has 
only  the  relation  of  term. 

The  soul,  as  principle,  is  inextended,  but  matter  has, 
for  its  peculiar  and  essential  condition,  extension,  mass. 

The  soul,  as  principle,  can  excite  motion,  but  is  not 
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movable:    it  is  a  principle  of  motion,  but  is  itself   im- 
movable. 

Hence  the  soul  excludes  from  itself  all  the  elements 
that  go  to  constitute  the  concept  of  matter. 

832.  Perhaps  at  the  first  glance  it  may  not  be  under- 
stood how  the  soul  is  immovable. 

In  order  to  xmderstand  this,  we  must  carefully  reflect 
that  everything  that  is  moved  has  the  nature  of  a  term^ 
because  movement  is  the  term  of  the  motor  action. 

%^^.  In  the  second  place,  motion  takes  place  only  in 
extension.  But  the  soul  is  not  in  extension,  either  as  a 
continuous  solid,  or  as  lines,  or  as  points,  which  are  merely 
the  abstract  limits  of  the  solid,  and,  therefore,  belong  to 
the  solid.  In  fact,  the  solid,  and,  therefore,  likewise  its 
limits,  exist  only  in  the  simple,  whence  by  the  greatest 
philosophers  the  soul  is  said  to  be  that  which  contains  the 
continuous,  and  not  that  which  is  contained  by  it.*  Hence 
as  the  continuous  solid  is  in  the  soul  without  being  the 
soul,  since  it  even  stands  in  opposition  to  the  soul,  as  term 
is  in  opposition  to  principle,  and  object  to  subject  (and  this 
through  that  connection  and  communication  of  substances 
which  constitute  the  synthesism  of  nature),  we  may  well  say 
that  motion  takes  place  in  that  continuous  which  is  in  the 
soul,  but  never  in  the  soul  itself,  which  contains  in  itself 
its  continuous  term. 

834.  It  may  be  objected  that,  when  the  body  is  trans- 
ported from  one  place  to  another  the  soul  is  transported 
with  it.  But  this  is  not  true.  The  soul  is  not  transported: 
nothing  arises  but  a  new  relation  between  its  body  and 
the  place  occupied  by  its  body.  It  is  this,  and  not  the  soul, 
that  changes.  But  when  the  body  of  the  soul  finds  itself 
in  relation  with  other  external  objects  and  with  other 
space,  it  seems  as  if  the  soul  were  transported  along  with 


*  That  the  soul  contams  the  body 
was  proved  also  from  the  nature  of  the 
act  which  it  exercises  upon  the  body. 
Hence,  St.  Isidore,  of  Peiusium,  \mtes : 
**Nafn  qua  corpus^  quod  semper  fluit- 
et  corrunipUur,  A&RIPIT,  ac  quod  in  eo 
labile  ac  mortale  est  AsnONOlT,  et  quod 


caditf  excitaty  atque  iis  qua  diffiuunt 
alimentum^  et  iis  qua  marcescunt  fruC' 
tificationem  prabet,  non  est  profecto 
consentaneum  earn  a  corpore  separatam 
vim  suam  deserere^  per  quam  et  corpus 
CONTINEBAT  et  CONSE&VABAT"  (Epist. 

Bk.  m,  chap,  ccxzxv). 
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the  body,  whereas  all  that  has  been  moved  is  the  felt 
[term]  of  the  soul,  and  not  the  sentient  principle.  The  truth 
is,  all  the  felt  that  supervenes  to  the  soul  through  move- 
ment is  in  the  soul,  as  the  felt  which  has  passed  away. 
Here,  be  it  observed,  that  under  the  term  felt  is  included 
the  place  of  the  soul's  own  body,  and  that  the  soul,  on  the 
other  hand,  is  present  to  the  whole  of  space  (nos.  554- 

559)-* 


ARTICLE  II. 
The  Soul  is  a  principlc-heing^  matter  a  term-being. 

835.  The  notion  of  matter,  then,  implies  an  activity 
considered  in  the  term  of  its  action.  And  since  the  term 
of  an  action  is  that  which  ts  doftCy  and  not  that  which  does, 
matter  has  in  it  the  concept  of  passive  power,  and  not  of 
active  power.f 

836.  But  the  concept  of  matter  implies,  not  only  an 
activity  resting  in  its  term,  but  also  this  term  considered 
as  a  being,  a  term-being.  The  reason  of  this  is,  that  the 
understanding,  by  reason  of  the  principle  of  cognition, 
conceives  nothing,  except  as  a  being.  And  the  being  is 
added  to  the  first  element  of  an  entity  that  is  perceived. 


♦  St.  Thomas  adduces  two  arguments 
to  prove  that  the  soul  is  not  composed 
of  matter  and  form.  The  first  is  de- 
rived from  the  fact  that  the  soul  hform, 
and,  therefore,  if  it  contained  matter, 
this  material  part  would  not  be  the 
soul.  This  argument  coincides  with 
the  one  advanced  by  us,  that  the  soul 
is  a  principle  of  acts,  and  matter  merely 
a  term.  The  other  (which  holds  good 
only  for  the  intellective  soul]  is  dniwn 
from  the  fact  that  the  intellect  under- 
stands only  by  abstracting  fr^m  matter  ; 
but  in  this  argument,  matter  is  taken  as 
a  synonym  for  reality^  and  hence  in 
another  signification  {Sum.  Theol.,  Pt. 
I,  q.  Ixxv,  art.  v.  Quigst.  Quodlib.j  III, 
art.  xx).  Besides  this,  St.  Thomas  sets 
out  from  this  definition  of  matter,  illud 
quod  est  in  potentid  tantum^  a  definition 
which  answers  only  for  things  con- 
sidered in  their  possibility  or  idea,  and 
is  consistent  in  this,  that  matter  is  again 


taken  as  a  synonym  for  reality,  because 
reality  in  the  idea  is  only  potential. 
But  among  possible  things  there  is  not 
only  matter,  but  also  the  soul,  whence, 
if  we  start  with  this  definition,  the 
argument  does  not  seem  cogent,  al- 
though at  l)ottom  it  is  trae. 

\  Matter,  being  a  term-being,  retains 
its  designation  even  in  the  order  of  cog- 
nitions, and  hence  we  say  that  the  felt 
is  the  matter  of  cognition.  But  when 
we  say  that  every  object  is  matter  of 
cognition,  then  we  give  to  matter  a 
translated  and  relative  designation :  i>., 
we  call  it  the  matter  of  cognition,  be- 
cause it  is  its  term.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  we  consider  ideal  being  not  as 
the  object,  but  as  the  means,  of  know- 
ing, as  that  in  which  is  known  all  that 
is  known,  it  is  essentially  form^  and 
can  in  no  sense  receive  the  designation 
of  matter,  especially  since  it  admits  no 
passivity. 
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If,  therefore,  we  perceive  a  term-entity,  and  nothing  before 
it,  our  concept  has  for  its  object  a  term-being ;  and  in  this 
term-being,  what  is  conceived  as  first,  as  the  first  act  of 
being,  containing  all  the  rest  that  can  be  distinguished  in 
it,  is  called  acty  or  siibstance^  or  subject. 

837.  In  two  ways,  therefore,  we  perceive  beings,  as 
principles  and  as  terms. 

We  perceive  beings  as  terms,  when  we  are  passive  and 
receive  their  activity  in  our  feeling.  We  then  perceive  the 
activity  in  us  as  in  the  term  of  action,  and  we  infer  the 
nature  of  the  being  perceived  from  the  nature  of  that  term, 
the  only  thing  which  we  perceive.  This  is  what  takes  place 
in  the  perception  of  bodies. 

^2fi>,  The  being  which  we  perceive  as  a  principle  of 
activity  is  none  other  than  ourselves — the  soul,  which  is 
perceived  as  a  peculiar  feeling  in  which  that  which  we 
think  as  the  first  act,  wherein  subsist  all  the  rest  that  can 
be  distinguished  in  it,  is  substance,  subject.  The  soul, 
therefore,  is  a  principle-being. 

839.  It  is  true  that,  besides  this,  the  soul  perceives  itself 
likewise  as  term,  because,  in  perceiving  itself  as  a  feeling— 
which  involves  a  passivity — it  understands  that  its  own 
existence  must  have  a  cause,  and  thus  rises  to  the  thought 
of  the  Creator.  Nevertheless,  it  perceives  itself  also  as  an 
active  principle,  and  it  is  from  this  point  of  view  that  th^ 
concept  of  it  stands  in  opposition  to  the  concept  of  body, 
which  is  perceived  solely  as  a  term-being,  and  not  as  a 
principle-being. 
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CHAPTER   VIII. 

INTRINSIC    ORDER    OF  BEING  IN  THE  CORPOREAL  ENTITY. 
CONCEPT  OF  ACT. — SUBSTANTIAL  AND  ACCIDENTAL  ACTS. 

840.  The  Study  of  matter,  then,  conducted  under  the 
guidance  of  experience,  that  is,  by  perception,  whereby  our 
understanding  is  placed  in  communication  with  it,  and  from 
which  it  derives  the  concept  of  it,  shows  us  what  is  the 
intrinsic  order  of  being  in  the  corporeal  entity. 

We  see  that  in  such  entity,  denominated  body  and  matter^ 
there  is  an  act  anterior  to  the  others  and  on  which  the 
others  are  based,  an  act  without  which  it  is  impossible  for 
us  to  think  the  others,  but  which  we  can  very  well  think 
without  the  others,  although,  at  the  same  time,  we  must 
assume,  that  when  it  is  realized,  it  is  accompanied  by 
others,  and  these,  in  part,  variable.  Now  this  act  which 
is  first  conceived  is  the  substance;  and  the  others  which 
have  this  first  act  as  their  subject,  we  think  afterwards, 
and  call  substantial  when  they  are  altogether  necessary  to 
the  subsistence  of  this  first  act,  although  they  may  not  be 
so  to  the  concept  of  it  (and  these  acts,  considered  in  their 
unity,  are  called  the  substantial  forni).  On  the  other  hand, 
we  call  them  accidental  in  so  far  as  they  are  not  necessarj', 
that  is,  in  so  far  as  they  may  vary  without  destroying 
either  the  substance  or  the  substantial  acts ;  and  these 
are  the  accidental  forms,  or  accidents.  To  these  are  added 
certain  extrinsic  determinations  arising  from  the  realityy 
and  not  from  the  idea  of  the  being. 

841.  Such  then  is  the  intrinsic  order  of  material  being, 
as  distinguished  in  it  by  the  understanding : 

I .°  A  first  act,  substance,  without  which  the  others  are 
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not  understood  and  to  which  the  designation  being  is 
applied. 

2.°  Substantial  acts  or  forms,  which  have  substance  as 
their  conditioning  subject,  but  are  necessary  to  the  com- 
plete concept  of  the  being. 

3.°  Accidental  acts  or  forms,  which  have  for  their  sub- 
ject the  substantial  forms. 

4.°  Determinations  not  comprised  in  the  full-specific 
idea  of  the  being,  but  due  to  its  reality. 
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CHAPTER   IX. 

SUBSTANCE-PRINCIPLE,    SUBSTANCE-TERM,   AND   MIXED 

SUBSTANCES. 

842.  The  first  act,  therefore,  that  is  perceived  in  the 
object  of  perception  is  substance. 

But  this  first  act  has  sometimes  the  nature  of  a  principle^ 
sometimes  that  of  a  term. 

Moreover,  sometimes  this  first  act  (by  first  we  always 
understand  first  with  respect  to  the  intrinsic  order  of  the 
entity  perceived  or  conceived)  presents  itself  to  us  as 
essentially  and  solely  principle ;  sometimes  as  essentially 
and  solely  the  term  of  the  same  act  whose  principle  remains 
hidden  from  us ;  and  sometimes  as  containing  the  two 
relations,  of  term  of  one  act  and  principle  of  another. 

843.  Hence  three  kinds  of  substances:  (i)  the  first  act 
(in  the  object  conceived)  which  has  and  never  loses  the 
nature  of  principle;  (2)  the  first  act  (in  the  object  con- 
ceived) which  has  and  never  loses  the  nature  of  term; 
(3)  the  first  act  (in  the  object  conceived)  which  stands  in 
the  relation  of  term  to  a  preceding  act  (which,  therefore, 
is  a  substance  different  from  it)  and  in  the  relation  of  prin- 
ciple to  its  own  act  and  to  subsequent  acts,  of  which  alone 
it  is  the  first  act  and  act-principle. 

844.  To  be  an  act  which  is  essentially  and  solely  prin- 
ciple belongs  only  to  God:  to  be  a  first  act  which  is 
essentially  and  solely  term  belongs  to  material  substance; 
to  be  a  first  act  as  term  with  respect  to  a  preceding 
activity,  and  as  principle  with  respect  to  the  act  of  its  own 
subsistence  and  to  second  acts,  belongs  to  spiritual  crea- 
tures, and  hence  to  the  human  soul. 
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845.  It  is  well  to  observe  that  this  is  a  classification  of 
substances,  or  of  first  acts  (meaning  by  first  that  which  in 
the  concept  of  a  body,  we,  following  the  logical  order,  con- 
ceive before  the  rest),  and  not  a  classification  of  acts  in 
general.  If  attention  is  not  paid  to  this,  the  objection  will 
be  raised  that  even  bodies  are  the  principles  of  their  own 
acts.  Now  this  is  not  true,  because  in  all  the  apparent 
operations  of  bodies,  it  is  always  the  term  that  is  con- 
sidered ;  whence  we  have  already  proved  the  inertia  of 
matter.  The  changes  of  bodies,  therefore,  are  not  opera- 
tions of  the  corporeal  substance,  but  modifications  of  it ; 
hence  their  activity  is  perceived  always  in  its  term  and 
never  in  its  principle. 
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CHAPTER  X. 

IN    WHAT    SENSE    THE    SOUL    MAY    BE    REGARDED    AS    A 
MIXED  SUBSTANCE  MADE  UP  OF  PRINCIPLE  AND  TERM. 

846.  We  have  said  that  the  soul  may  be  regarded  as 
the  term  of  a  preceding  action  (performed  by  the  Creator) : 
this  requires  explanation. 

It  is  one  thing  to  say  that  the  soul  is  the  term  of  a 
preceding  action,  another  to  say  that  this  action,  resting 
and  operating  in  its  term,  is  the  soul.  To  confound  these 
two  things  is  a  most  manifest  error.  This  we  see  from  the 
absurdity  which  would  be  the  consequence,  since,  in  that 
case,  the  creative  action  would  be  the  soul;  but  it  is  proved 
also  directly,  as  the  philosopher  ought  to  prove,  from  the 
perception  of  the  soul  compared  with  the  perception  which 
we  have  of  matter. 

Bodies  are  perceived  as  immediate  effects  of  a  foreign 
action  in  our  soul.  The  concept  of  them,  therefore,  results 
from  their  action  in  another  being  which  is  perceived, 
whence  it  is  that  they  are  perceived  in  so  far  as  their 
activity  is  in  its  term,  in  the  passivities  of  the  soul.  But 
this  activity  of  bodies  in  the  soul,  as  in  their  term,  is  not 
the  principle  which  makes  them  subsist  as  beings  in  them- 
selves ;  for  this  principle  we  do  not  perceive.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  soul  is  not  perceived  at  all  as  acting  in 
another  being  different  from  it,  but  as  existent  in  itself.  It 
is,  therefore,  perceived  to  all  its  extent,  including  the 
principle  of  its  activity.  The  action,  therefore,  whose 
term  it  is,  is  something  foreign  to  that  principle  which  is 
called  soul,  and  anterior  to  it.  That  which  is  the  principle 
of  an  act  cannot  be  the  term  of  the  same  act,  but  must  be 
the  term  of  a  preceding  act. 

Hence  the  concept  of  the  soul  is  that  it  is  a  principle. 
It  is  not  a  term  with  respect  to  its  own  first  (substantial) 
act ;  but  it  is  a  term  with  respect  to  another  act  which  is 
different  from  it,  and  which  is  not  perceived. 
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CHAPTER   XI. 

ARE  SUBSTANCE  AND  SUBSTANTIAL   FORM  DISTINGUISHED 

IN  THE  HUMAN  SOUL  ? 

847.  We  have  seen,  then,  what  is  the  intrinsic  order  of 
the  being  which  is  called  body.  In  this  order,  we  have 
distinguished,  (i)  the  matter,  or  substance,  the  first  subject 
of  the  other  qualities,  (2)  the  substantial  form,  &c.  But  in 
the  human  soul  there  is  no  matter.  Is  there  then  no  dis- 
tinction between  the  substance  and  the  substantial  form  of 
the  soul  ? 

As  in  every  other  question,  so  in  this,  we  must  beg^n  by 
coming  to  a  clear  understanding  with  regard  to  the  mean- 
ing of  words,  that  is,  we  must  define  them  accurately,  and 
then  proceed  consistently  with  the  definition  g^ven.  What 
then  do  we  mean  by  substantial  form  ? 

848.  By  "  substantial  form  "  we  mean  "  an  act  perfect- 
ing another  act,  so  that  from  this  perfection  which  the  new 
act  receives,  it  is  called  by  a  substantive  name  [noun] 
(no.  5  2)."  Thus,  matter  is  not  designated  by  the  substantive 
term  body^  except  when  conceived  with  those  determinations 
which  are  necessarily  conceived  in  bodies,  e.g,^  a  given  size, 
a  given  shape,  &c. 

849.  This  being  established,  we  must  observe  that  "  the 
act  perfecting  another  act"  may  be  conceived  in  two  ways. 
First,  it  may  be  conceived  as  giving  perfection  and  finish  to 
an  act  in  and  by  which  itself  exists,  as  happens  in  the  case 
of  matter,  which  is  the  subject  in  and  by  which  its  de- 
termination, that  is,  its  size,  its  figure  which  completes  and 
perfects  it,  subsists.  Second,  it  may  be  conceived  as  giving 
perfection,  not  to  an  act  by  and  in  which  it  does  itself 
exist,  but  to  a  different  one.    Thus  the  soul  is  conceived 
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as  being  the  form  of  the  extra-subjective  body  in  so  far  as 
the  living  \animatuni\  body  presents  to  external  observation 
the  phenomena  of  life  which  are  regarded  as  a  perfection 
(relative  to  us).  Again,  as  considered  subjectively,  the 
body  results  (i)  from  an  action  of  an  agent  in  the  soul> 
and  (2)  from  the  nature  of  the  eflfect  which  this  agent 
produces  in  the  soul,  which  eflfect  consists  in  the  felt 
and  its  mode,  that  is,  extension.  And  since  these  eflFects 
take  place  in  the  soul  and  through  the  nature  of  the 
soul,  which  is  essentially  sentient,  it  follows  that  the 
soul  is  that  which  modifies  itself  so  as  to  present  such 
feelings  in  itself.  When,  therefore,  our  thought  takes  these 
feelings  and  unites  them  to  the  agent,  that  is,  to  the  sen- 
siferous,  this  receives  from  the  soul  the  sensible  qualities 
with  their  extension,  and  hence,  once  more,  it  is  the  soul 
that  clothes  the  body  (the  term  of  the  agent)  with  that 
which  receives  the  substantial  designation  body.  So,  even 
from  this  point  of  view,  it  is  the  soul  that  gives  matter  its 
substantial  form.  I  say,  it  gives  to  matter  its  substantial 
form,  because  in  this  operation  the  substantial  form  of  the 
body  is  rather  an  eflfect  of  the  soul  and  the  internal  term 
of  its  operation,  and,  therefore,  it  is  not  the  soul  itself  that 
is  the  substantial  form  of  the  body. 

If,  then,  we  consider  the  soul  as  perfecting  and  informing 
the  body,  it  is  the  substantial  form,  not  of  itself,  but  of 
another  being,  that  is,  the  body ;  and  considered  in  itself^ 
it  ought  to  be  called  simply  subsfancCy  rather  than  sub- 
sianital  form* 

850.  It  may  be  said  that  the  soul  must,  by  its  essence^ 
be  the  form  or  enklecheia  of  the  body.  Although  we  have 
already  shown,  in  the  first  part,  how  this  is  to  be  under- 
stood, still  in  order  to  clear  away  objections,  we  must  add 
something  here.  If  by  body  we  mean  a  being  diflferent  fix>m 
the  soul,  then  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  soul's  essence  con- 

♦  St.  Thomas  says  there  is  no  dis-  naiura  rei\  stent  in  simplicihus^  vel  est 

tinction  between  form  and  nature  in  constituens  ipsam  rei  naturanif  in  his 

those  things  which  are  simple,  but  only  scilicet  quce  sunt  composita  ex  materia 

in  those  that  are  composed  of  matter  et  forma "  (Sum,   T%eol.^  Pt.  Ill,   q. 

and  form.     "Forma  autem  vel  est  ipsa  xiii,  art.  i). 
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sists  in  being  the  form  of  the  body,  because  the  action  or 
relation  of  two  beings  never  constitutes  either  the  essence 
or  the  substance  of  either.  This  relation  may  be  a  neces- 
sary consequence  of  the  substance  of  one  or  the  other  of 
them  ;  but  that  which  is  a  consequence  of  substance  is  not 
substance.  I  say  "  a  consequence  of  substance,"  because 
substances  are  so  united,  and,  as  it  were,  packed  together, 
in  the  nature  of  the  universe,  that  they  mutually  sustain 
and  produce  each  other,  so  that  they  reciprocally  become 
conditions  of  each  other's  existence,  and  these  consequences 
we  call  synthetic  consequents  of  substances. 

85 1 .  But,  if  we  consider  the  substance  of  the  soul  in 
itself  and  not  in  its  synthetic  consequents,  then  we  must 
begin  by  distinguishing  the  merely  sensitive  soul  of  the 
brutes  from  the  human  soul.  And  as  to  the  sensitive  soul, 
it  must  certainly  have,  besides  the  principle,  the  (felt  ex- 
tended) term  of  its  act ;  still,  its  substance  does  not  lie  in 
this  term,  but  in  the  principle ;  and  this  term  is  only  the 
condition  of  its  existence  and  the  reason  of  its  individuation. 
If,  however,  we  choose  to  call  this  term  the  form  of  the 
soul,  on  the  ground  that  it  perfects  the  act  whereby  it  is, 
and  individuates  it,  it  does  not  follow  that  matter  is  the 
informing  element,  because  that  which  informs  has  the 
nature  of  principle  and  of  act,  whereas  it  is  essential  to 
matter  that  it  should  be  term.  But  matter,  understood 
as  sensiferous,  is  the  exciting  occasion  of  the  forniy  that 
is,  of  the  fu7idamental  feelingy  which  individuates  the  soul 
and  is  that  wherein  the  sentient  principle  developes  and 
resides.  The  felt,  therefore,  may  be  called  the  substantial 
form  of  the  soul,  but  the  matter  cannot ;  because  the  felt 
does  not  receive  its  perfection  from  the  principle,  but  rather 
gives  perfection  to  the  principle,  and  that  is  the  contrary  of 
what  is  done  by  the  matter,  which  is  the  most  imperfect 
and  supremely  indeterminate  thing*  that  can  be  thought  in 
bodies.     Hence  in  no  respect  can  the  notion  of  matter  find 

•  It  is  that  which  is  thought  as  in  the  .  preserving  the  nature  of  matter^  that  is, 
highest  degree  imperfect  and  indeter-  as  being  an  imperfect,  an  indeterminate 
minate.     Still  it  is  always  thought  as     relative  to  bodies. 
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any  place  in  the  nature  of  the  soul.  This  will  be  seen  all 
the  more  clearly,  if  we  reflect  that  even  the  term  of  the 
soul  is  in  the  soul  as  in  its  principle,  as  will  be  more  fiilly 
shown  afterwards.  In  the  soul  of  the  brutes,  then,  there 
is  the  sentient  and  there  is  the  felt,  there  are  substance 
and  substantial  form,  undivided  in  such  a  way,  that  the 
one  cannot  be  thought  without  the  other ;  but  there  is  no 
matter. 

852.  On  the  other  hand,  as  regards  the  human  soul, 
which  is  at  once  sensitive  and  intellective,  we  have  seen 
that  its  essence  consists  in  being  a  rational  principle,  and 
that  the  sensitive  principle  itself  receives  the  nature  of  a 
term  to  this  principle,  in  so  far  as  it  is  related  to  the 
rational  principle  by  a  natural  and  continual  perception 
(nos.  264-273).  Hence,  with  reference  to  the  rational  soul, we 
may  make  all  those  reflections  which  we  made  with  refer- 
ence to  the  merely  sensitive  soul,  in  order  to  exclude  matter 
from  it,  and  this  in  addition  to  the  special  arguments, 
which  go  to  prove  that  the  intellect  is  free  from  all  matter, 
on  account  of  the  contradiction  which  exists  between  the 
essential  characteristics  of  intellect  and  of  matter. 

853.  For  these  reasons  we  must  admit  that,  even  if  in 
the  soul  we  distinguish  the  substance  from  the  substantial 
form,  still  the  substance  of  the  soul  has  not  the  nature  of 
matter,  but  of  act-principle,  although  in  this  act-principle 
we  may  distinguish  something  that  perfects  and  indi- 
viduates it,  and  which  has  the  nature  of  a  term ;  although, 
at  the  same  time,  the  soul  remains,  even  in  this  its  term, 
essentially  a  principle,  and  this  perfection  and  term  may 
be  called  substantial  form. 
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CHAPTER  XII. 

ON    ACT    AND    POWER. 


ARTICLE  I. 
Nature  of  Act  [Ive'/jyeia]. 

854.  By  the  word  act  we  understand  any  entity.  At  the 
same  time  the  word  act  expresses  entity  plus  a  relation — 
namely,  the  relation  to  potentiality,  for  which  reason  we 
must  have  recourse  to  the  concept  of  potentiality  in  order 
to  arrive  at  a  clear  notion  of  act. 

855.  Nevertheless,  it  must  be  observed  that  the  notion 
of  act  involves  the  relation  to  that  of  potentiality  some- 
times in  a  positive,  and  sometimes  in  a  negative,  way. 

It  involves  it  in  a  positive  way^  when  potentiality  is 
taken  as  opposed  to  act,  as  if  potentiality  itself  were  not 
an  act. 

It  involves  it  in  a  negative  way^  when  it  ei^cludes  the 
power  from  the  act,  as  when  we  speak  of  an  act  to  which 
no  power  corresponds. 

ARTICLE    11. 
Nature  of  Power  ^u^^xyuis  cJvapiis"]. 

856.  We  have  said  that  the  intrinsic  order  of  being 
cannot  be  deduced  a  priori^  but  must  be  learned  from  the 
experience  of  those  beings  which  fall  within  our  feeling. 
These  beings  are  bodies  and  our  own  soul. 

For  this  reason  we  have  directed  our  attention  to  these 
beings  in  order  to  discover  their  intrinsic  order,  in  other 
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words,  how  they  are  constructed,  and,  so  to  speak, 
organized. 

By  means  of  this  careful  observation,  we  discovered 
that  every  being  presents  to  us  a  unity,  but  that  the  mind 
in  this  unity  discerns  several  elements,  arranged  in  such  an 
order  that  some  are  conceived  before  others,  so  that  they 
cannot  be  thought  as  existing  except  in  company  with 
those  that  precede  them  in  the  logical  order ;  for  which 
reason  we  say  that  the  second  exist  in  and  through  the 
first.  Of  the  first  of  all,  that  which  can  be  conceived  by 
itself  prior  to  all  the  others,  we  say  that  it  contains  and 
upholds  all  the  others  and  makes  them  exist.  To  this  w^e 
give  the  name  o{  siibstance. 

But  among  those  elements  (which  we  likewise  call  enti- 
ties) all  are  not  necessary  or  necessary  in  the  same  degree 
to  enable  us  to  think  a  being  or  to  call  it  by  a  substantive 
name.  Those  elements  or  entities  which  may  vary  without 
destroying  the  concept  of  a  being,  and  thus  obliging  us  to 
change  the  substantive  name  which  we  have  given  it,  have 
been  designated  by  us  accidental  forms  or  accidents. 

Accidents,  therefore,  are  certain  actualities  or  entities 
not  necessary  to  the  concept  of  a  being,  but  which,  never- 
theless, perfect  it ;  or  else  they  are  the  privations  \jsr^p'n9^if\ 
of  such  actualities  or  entities  as  are  subject  to  variations. 

But  these  accidental  actualities  cannot  be  conceived 
without  the  substance,  and  the  substantial  form  of  the 
being ;  whence  we  say  that  they  exist  in  and  through  the 
substance. 

857.  Hence  it  happens,  that  we  may  conceive  the  being 
as  fiimished  with  these  actualities  or  as  devoid  of  them. 
When  we  conceive  it  as  devoid  of  them,  we  see  at  the 
same  time  that  it  might  have  them  and  yet  remain  the 
same  being  that  it  is,  and  this  is  the  same  thing  as  con- 
sidering the  being  as  a  power.  We  say  also  that  the 
actualities  in  question  exist  in  the  being  in  potentia^  and 
not  in  act,  meaning  thereby  that  it  is  susceptible  of  them, 
although  it  does  not  actually  possess  them. 

Power,  therefore,  is  that  relation  which  the  mind  con- 
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ceives  between  a  being  and  its  accidental  actualities,  or 
the  variations  and  privations  of  them. 

858.  From  this  concept  there  arise  several  consequences. 
In  the  first  place  we  see  that  there  can  be  no  power, 

which  is  merely  a  power,  without  some  act,  since  the 
power  of  a  being  always  implies  the  being,  and  hence  the 
act  whereby  it  exists  as  substance  and  substantial  form. 

In  the  second  place  we  see  that,  absolutely  speaking, 
the  act  precedes  the  power,  since  substance  is  a  first  act, 
and  the  substantial  form  is  its  perfection,  necessary  in 
order  to  constitute  it,  and  the  power,  as  we  have  said, 
is  only  the  relation  which  the  mind  conceives  as  existing 
between  that  first  act  and  the  accidental  acts  and  their 
variations  and  privations. 

859.  In  the  third  place,  it  is  clear  that  every  power  is 
united  to  an  act  and  that  no  power  forms  a  being  different 
from  the  act  to  which  it  adheres.  On  the  contrary,  acts  may 
depend  upon  other  preceding  acts  and  receive  their  exist- 
once  from  them,  in  such  a  way  that  these  preceding  acts 
constitute  different  beings.  Hence  we  see  why  St.  Thomas, 
with  much  clearness  of  insight,  teaches  that  "  Acts  may 
all  be  reduced  to  a  first  act  as  their  first  cause,  whereas 
powers  cannot  be  reduced  to  each  other,  so  as  finally  to 
lead  to  a  first  power,  which,  indeed,  does  not  exist."  * 


•  Sum,  Iheol.y  Pt.  I,  q.  Ixxv,  art.  v 
^id  itD,  in  commenting  upon  which, 
(Cardinal  Gaetano,  with  his  usual 
astonishing  perspicacity,  explains  the 
doctrine  of  me  Angelic  Doctor  in  this 
way :  *  *  Nota  pulchratn  ddttrinaniy  quod 
j'n  ordine  achium,  qui  est  ordo  causa 
4:fficientiSffitreductw  ad  unum  numeroy 
41  quo  ofnnes  alii  actus  sunt.  In  ordine 
-i'ero potentia,  qui  est  ordo  causa  mate- 
rialis  (that  is,  the  material  cause  be- 
longs to  the  order  of  power;  but 
the  order  of  power  does  not  always 
Ijclong  to  nuUirial  cause  properly  so 
•called),  non  fit  reductio  totius  universi 
4id  unatn  numero  potentianty  sed  ad 
unam  poientiam  analogidy  id  esty  in 
jnultas  potentias  ordinatas  ad  diversos 
4ictuSy  et  convenientes  inter  se  propor- 
tiofu  ;  quia  qualibet  se  habet  ad  actum 
suum  ut  alia  ad  suum,  Ordo  autem  inter 


eas  est  juxta  ordinem  actuum,  quorum 
sunt  capacitates,  Et  sic  reductio  in 
genere  causes  materialis  tripliciter 
fieri  potest.  Prima,  omnium  ejusdem 
generis,  et  sic  ad  unam  nunuro  poten- 
tiam  (it  seems  not  to  be  always  ad  unam 
numero,  but  sometimes  ad  unam  es- 
sentid,  as  happens  in  the  case  of  matter, 
one  part  of  wnich  is  of  the  same  essence 
as  another,  and  yet  differs  from  it 
through  its  different  reality,  for  which 
reason  acts  belong  to  different  parts  of 
matter).  Secundo,  totius  universi,  et  sic 
ad  unam  analogid,  Tertio,  ipsarum 
potentiarum,  etsic  una  non  resolvitur  in 
aliam,  universaliter  loquendo,  quia  nee 
potentia  intellectus  in  potentiam  mate- 
ria,  nee  e  converso,  resolvi  potest ;  quam  - 
vis  una  inter  eas  est  infima  ordine  im- 
perfectionis,  puta  materia  prima.  Et 
ratio  subtilissima  S,  Thomce  est,  quia 
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ARTICLE    III. 
Receptive^  Passive  and  Active  Pcwers, 

860.  Now  if  we  continue  to  consider  the  internal  con- 
struction of  the  beings  which  fall  within  our  experience,  we 
shall  readily  recognise  that  the  powers  of  which  we  have 
been  speaking  have  three  modes,  which  g^ve  rise  to  the 
division  of  powers  into  three  classes. 

Sometimes,  indeed,  we  see  that  one  being  can  receive 
another  into  itself  without  confounding  itself  with  it, 
as,  for  example,  the  objects  known  are  in  the  mind  that 
knows  them,  and  this  power  gives  rise  to  a  class  which 
we  shall  call  receptive  powers.* 

Sometimes  a  being,  by  receiving  the  action  of  another, 
is  modified  in  something,  and  this  passivity  gives  rise  to 
another  class  of  powers,  that  oi  the  passive  powers,  f 

Finally,  the  same  being  may  posit  acts  that  are  acci- 


potentia  etiam  prima  EST  INTRINSECA 
REI  CUjus  EST,  et  ideo  oportet  esse 
diversorum  diversam.  Efficiens  VERO 
PRIMUM,  NIHIL  EST  RERUM,  et  ideo  Stat 

unum  omnium  esse.  Causa  enim 
MATERiALis  (and,  more  generally,  pO' 
tentialis)  EST  INTRINSECA  (or,  as  we 
say,  annexed  to  the  act),  effectiva 

VERO  EXTRINSECA." 

♦  To  receptive  powers  correspond  re- 
ceivable forms. 

Being  is  a  receivable  form,  a  form 
essentially  objective ;  but  it  exists  in  three 
modes,  the  ideal,  the  real,  and  the  moral. 
If  it  is  received  in  its  ideal  mode,  it 
informs  the  soul,  rendering  it  intelli- 
gent, and  becomes  its  substantial  form ; 
whereas  the  sentient  soul  is  a  receptive 
power,  and  even  the  very  acute  Gaetano, 
although  maintaining  that  phantasms  re- 
ceive nothing  positive  from  the  light  of 
the  acting  intellect,  nevertheless  says, 
that '  *  intellectus  agens  convert itur  super 
ea,  tion  formal  iter,  sed  OBJECTIVE,  sicut 
colores  illuminantur,**  and  explains 
specific  abstraction  thus:  ^^Abstractio 
nihil  aliud  in  productione  speciei  est, 
guam  uti  ipsis  phantasmatibus  quoad 
NATURAM    REPR^?£SENTATAM,    et    non 

quoad  individualia  "  (On  St.  Thomas, 


Sum.  TTieoL,  Pt.  I,  q.  Ixxxv,  art.  i). 
But  what  is  this  nature  represented  by 
phantasms  ?  Not  the  phantasms. 
Where  then  are  we  to  look  for  it? 
That  nature  is  the  being  seen  by  the 
mind  as  object,  and  clothed  with  phan- 
tasms through  the  primitive  syntnesis, 
of  which  we  have  given  the  theory  in 
the  New  Essay.  If  being  is  received  in 
its  real  mode,  the  reals  are  placed  in 
esse;  whence  St.  Thomas  says  that 
being  "non  comparatur  ad  alia  sicut 
recipiens  ad  receptum,  sed  magis  sicut 
receptum  ad  recipiens  "  (Sum.  TJuol., 
Pt.  I,  q.  iv,  art.  i  ad  3).  Finally,  if  be- 
ing is  received  as  moral,  there  springs 
from  it  moral  \irtue,  holiness,  the 
supernatural  order. 

t  Philosophers  have  not  always  dis- 
tinguished receptivity  from  passivity,  as 
we  sec  in  St.  Inomas ;  for  which  reason 
they  considered  the  fact  of  understand- 
ing to  be  a  passivity,  whereas,  in  truth, 
it  is  a  receptivity.  **Omn€  recipere 
dicitur  jbati  quoadam  et  moveri,  sicut 
dicit  Philosophus  in  libro  de  anima 
(Bk.  Ill,  De  Anima,  text  7) ;  Intel- 
ligere,  quoddam  pati  est**  (In  I,  Sen- 
tent.,  D.  VIII,  q.  iii,  art.  ii). 
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dental  to  it,  and  thus  is  attributed  to  it  that  relation  which 
we  call  active  paivers. 

86 1.  Be  it  observed,  that  whatever  has  been  said  of 
potential  acts  may  be  said,  in  a  contrary  sense,  of  their 
privatiofiSy  whence  the  possibility  of  being  deprived  of 
such  actualities,  &c.,  takes  the  form  of  negative  powers. 


ARTICLE    IV. 
On  Principle-heings  and  Term-betngs  considered  as  Powers. 

862.  Wherever  there  is  a  substance  (united  to  the  idea) 
there  is  a  being,  because  substance  is  the  first  act  that  we 
conceive — the  act  which  makes  the  others  exist  in  the 
manner  we  have  explained. 

Now,  substances  and,  consequently  beings,  were  dis- 
tinguished by  us  into  two  classes,  called,  respectively, 
principle-beings  and  term-beings  (nos.  842-845). 

Term-beings  are  those  which  are  not  conceived  as 
sentient :  such  is  matter. 

Principle-beings  are  those  which  are  conceived  as  sen- 
tient ;  such  is  the  soul,  and  such  are  all  intelligences. 

Both,  principle-beings  and  term-beings,  are  substances 
because  there  is  conceived  in  them  a  first  act,  through 
which  all  the  other  acts  (active  or  passive)  discernible  in 
them  by  thought,  exist. 

Of  these  (active  or  passive)  acts  distinct  from  the  sub- 
stance some  are  necessary  (substantial  forms),  others  are 
accidental  (accidental  forms). 

863.  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  there  are  accidental  acts 
both  in  the  principle-beings  and  in  the  term-beings,  we 
distinguish   in  both    the    power    \lvyKzyuii]    from   the    act 

Moreover,  there  may  occur,  both  in  beings  which  belong 
to  the  class  of  principle-beings  and  in  those  that  belong 
to  the  class  of  term-beings,  receptive  powers,  active,  and 
passive,  and  hence  these  beings  may  be  subject  to  a 
development,  that  is,  to  modifications  and  actualizations 
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which  perfect  them,  or,  on   the   other  hand,  deteriorate 
them  (privations,  negative  powers). 

864.  But  it  must  be  observed  that  principle-being  pre- 
sen-es  its  nature,  as  a  principle,  throughout  the  whole  of 
its  development,  and  similarly  term-being  its  nature  as  a 
term,  because  to  be  principle  or  term  belongs  to  their 
essence,  which  cannot  vary  without  these  entities  ceasing 
to  be  what  they  are  and  becoming  something  else. 
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CHAPTER  XIII. 

IN  THE  HUMAN  SOUL  THERE  ARE  BOTH  ACT  AND  POWER. 

865.  From  these  facts  it  seems  plain  that  even  in  the 
human  soul  there  is  power,  as  well  as  act.  Indeed,  since 
it  is  susceptible  of  many  accidental  acts,  it  must  likewise 
have  many  powers  relating  to  them. 

Since,  as  we  said  in  the  beginning,  it  is  our  intention  to 
bring  out  and  carefully  describe  these  powers,  we  must, 
first  of  all,  consider  in  what  way  acts  as  well  as  powers 
can  be  contained  in  the  soul. 


•J2  PSYCHOLOGY. 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

HOW  ACCIDENTAL  ACTS  ARE  CONTAINED  IN  THE  ESSENCE 

OF  THE   HUMAN   SOUL. 

866.  Like  all  questions  relating  to  the  inner  construc- 
tion of  being,  the  question :  "  How  are  accidental  acts 
potentially  contained  in  being  ? "  is  a  very  grave  and 
difficult  one.  We  must,  therefore,  begin  far  back,  with  the 
establishment  of  principles  and  proceed  clearly  and 
cautiously. 

ARTICLE  I. 
Preliminary  Observations, 

867.  In  the  first  place,  it  must  be  remembered  that  when 
we  are  treating  of  a  being  with  a  view  to  recognising  its 
nature  and  inner  construction,  the  being  we  mean  is  always 
that  which  exists  before  our  minds,  and  no  other ;  because 
if  we  had  not  conceived  it,  we  could  not  reflect  upon  it  or 
speak  of  it.  The  existence  of  a  being  not  conceived  by 
us  is  different  from  that  of  a  being  conceived,  inasmuch  as 
the  latter  contains,  in  addition,  our  conception,  the  work 
of  our  spirits  (nos.  57-70). 

In  the  second  place,  it  must  be  remembered  that  the 
way  in  which  we  know  being  differs  from  that  in  which  we 
know  its  mode  or  intrinsic  order.  Indeed,  as  we  have 
said,  we  know  being  by  a  natural  intuition ;  whereas  we 
gather  its  intrinsic  order  a  posteriorly  from  experience,  by 
perceiving  its  reality. 

868.  In  the  third  place,  we  must  pay  strict  attention  to 
the  rule,  never  too  often  repeated,  which  enables  us  to  dis- 
tingfuish,  in  a  being  perceived  by  us,  what  is  objective 
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from  what  is  subjective.  The  rule  is  this  :  All  that  relates  to 
being  and  is  furnished  by  intuition,  is  essentially  objective, 
and  all  that  relates  to  the  intrinsic  order  of  being  and  is 
furnished  by  experience,  is  subjective. 

This  principle  is  liable  to  be  misunderstood.  We  should 
be  misunderstanding  it  if  we  were  to  conclude  that  all  that 
is  subjective  in  our  knowledge  was  false ;  because  in  that 
case  there  would  no  longer  be  any  truth  with  regard  to  the 
thinking  subject.  On  the  contrary,  all  that  we  know 
respecting  this  subject  and  its  belongings  is  true,  so 
long  as  we  do  not  pretend  that  these  are  the  object. 
And  so,  what  we  know  as  subjective  is  true  if  we  affirm 
it  purely  as  such,  just  as  it  would  be  false  if  we  affirmed 
to  ourselves  that  we  knew  it  as  objective. 

Nevertheless,  the  true  has  always  its  origin  in  the  object 
as  its  formal  cause,  even  as  all  cognition  springs  from  the 
object,  so  much  so,  that  even  the  subject  itself  and  all  that 
is  subjective  would  not  be  known,  either  as  subject  or  as  sub- 
jective, but  for  the  light  of  the  object.  For  example,  when 
I  affirm  "  I,  a  subject,  exist,"  I  affirm  the  existence  of  the 
subject  I.  Now  existence  is  objective,  although  the  thing 
to  which  it  refers  is  the  subject,  and  this  is  true  with  respect 
no  less  to  possible,  than  to  real  existence.  If,  on  the  con- 
trary, I  did  not  join  existence,  either  possible  or  real,  to 
the  subject,  this  subject  would  remain  altogether  unknown, 
and,  hence,  for  me,  an  intelligent  being,  it  would  not  exist 
at  all. 

86g.  Hence  follows  this  consequence,  that  not  only  for 
us,  human  beings,  but  likewise  for  all  other  intelligences, 
reality  exists  only  in  so  far  as  it  is  known,  the  truth  being, 
that  the  act  itself  of  knowing  is  what  unites  to  the  sub- 
jective real  the  objective  being  which  is  called  existence, 
and  hence  also  what  adds  to  it  truth,  since  truth  is  nothing 
else  but  what  is.* 

•  Philosophical  System ^  nos.  56-70. 
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ARTICLE     II. 

On  the  Coherence   of  the  Substances  composing  the  Universe, — Their 

Classification  from  this  Point  of  View. 

870.  Having  premised  so  much,  we  come  now  to  our 
question  :  "  In  what  way  are  accidental  acts  virtually  con- 
tained in  the  essence  of  the  soul  ?  " 

It  is  clear  that  this  is  one  of  those  questions  that  relate 
to  the  intrinsic  order  of  being,  and  that  therefore  can  be 
solved  only  by  an  appeal  to  facts.  All  that  we  can  say 
further  reduces  itself  to  showing  that  in  the  facts  there  is 
no  contradiction  or  absurdity.  This  is  necessary,  because 
it  sometimes  happens  that  facts,  at  first  sight,  seem  full 
of  mutually  contradictory  elements. 

871.  In  the  case  before  us  this  apparent  contradiction  is 
not  wanting.  It  consists  in  this,  that  whereas,  on  the  one 
hand,  the  soul  is  a  single,  simple  being,  on  the  other,  it 
presents  a  plurality  of  acts  and  powers.  To  what  we  said 
on  this  subject  in  the  first  part  of  this  work  we  must  now 
add  other  considerations. 

872.  Light  on  this  very  difficult  subject  comes  to  us 
from  the  ontological  principle  already  laid  down  (nos.  34- 
44) :  "  the  substances  composing  the  universe  cohere  and 
are  crowded  together  in  such  a  way  that  the  one  upholds 
the  other,  and  makes  it  be  by  as  it  were  informing  it» 
without  in  any  case  losing  its  proper  distinction  or  con- 
founding itself  with  the  other." 

Hence  there  arises  a  law  of  continuity  among  substances, 
a  law  which,  however,  does  not  destroy  their  specific  dis- 
tinctions. 

There  also  arises  from  this  what  we  have  called  the 
symthesisni  of  nature.  For  example,  we  cannot  conceive  the 
nature  of  the  sensitive  soul,  without  admitting  in  it  an 
cxtendcdy  which  is  the  felf  and  the  sensiferous,  and  which 
gives  us  the  concept  of  body.  And  yet  the  soul  is'a  sub- 
stance altogether  different  from  the  extended  and  from 
body.     On   the   other  hand,  the  felt  extended  cannot  be 
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understood  or  conceived,  unless  we  suppose  it  to  exist  in  a 
simple  from  which  it  derives  unity ;  and  yet,  again,  the 
corporeal  extended  is  a  substance  altogether  different  from 
the  soul.  These  are,  therefore,  two  substances,  each  of 
which  upholds  the  other  and  makes  it  exist,  and  of  which 
neither  can  be  conceived  without  the  other;  and  yet  the 
two  are  in  the  highest  degree  different. 

If  we  consider  the  rational  soul,  we  find  the  same  law. 
It  is  impossible  to  conceive  an  intelligence  without  a 
primitive  object.*  Now  the  essential  object  of  intelligence 
is  universal  being,  to  which,  properly  speaking,  the 
designation  substaiue  does  not  belong,  because  it  is  more 
than  substance.  Hence,  between  the  substance  of  the 
rational  soul,  and  the  object  which  informs  it,  there  is 
an  infinite  difference  of  nature,  so  that  they  remain 
two  things  altogether  inconfusable.  At  the  same  time, 
the  rational  soul  exists  only  in  virtue  of  this  other  thing, 
which  is  not  it,  but  which,  in  its  own  mode,  dwells  in  it ; 
and  in  the  same  way  universal  being,  although  it  may  be 
understood  without  the  human  soul  or  any  contingent 
intelligence,  still,  being  essentially  intelligible,  indeed 
intelligibility  itself,  it  cannot  be  conceived  except  in  so 
far  as  it  is  understood  in  virtue  of  its  own  essence — a  cir- 
cumstance from  which  we  were  able  to  infer  a  priori  the 
existence  of  God,  that  is,  of  an  intelligent  reality,  whose 
nature  is  not  different  from  that  of  intelligible  being  itself, 
although  it  is  distinguished  therefrom  through  an  intimate 

relation.! 

873.  If  now  we  consider  this  ontological  coherence 
among  substances,  which  gives  rise  to  the  created,  all  that 
we  have  said  will  appear  in  a  clearer  light,  and  we  shall 
be  able  to  make  the  following  classification  : 

I !"  Sometimes  two  substances  uphold  and  actuate  each 
other  reciprocally  in  such  a  way  that  the  one  assumes  the 
position  of  principle,  which  is  called  substance-principle, 
and  the  other  that  of  mere  term,  which  is  called  substance- 
term.     That   these   are  two  different  kinds  of  substance 

♦  AVrr  Bssay^  vol.  ii,  nos.  1005- 1019.      f  New  Essay,  vol.  Hi,  nos.  1456-1460. 
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appears  from  this,  that  the  first  idea  of  the  one  is  not  only 
different  from  the  first  idea  of  the  other,  with  which  it 
holds  a  synthetic  relation,  but  is  even  opposed  to  it.  A 
case  of  this  we  find  in  the  two  substances,  soul  and  body. 

874.  2.°  Sometimes  a  substance  is  upheld  and  actuated 
by  a  term,  which,  as  we  have  said,  is  not  properly  a  sub- 
stance, as  happens  in  the  case  of  the  intellective  soul, 
whose  term  is  ideal  being,  essentially  object.  Now,  in  the 
conception  of  being,  we  do  not  find  any  act  different  from 
being;  on  the  contrary,  we  clearly  understand  that  the 
act  whereby  it  is  being  can  be  none  other  than  being  itself. 
Thus,  in  this  elevated  region,  we  cease  to  find  that  com- 
munication of  several  substances,  which,  propping  each 
other  up,  so  to  speak,  mutually  sustain  each  other ;  there 
is  nothing  but  being,  superior  to  all  substances.  The 
intellective  soul,  therefore,  rests,  as  it  were,  upon  this 
being,  and  by  so  doing  exists. 

875.  From  this  examination  which  we  have  made  of 
the  interior  of  contingent  substances,  in  order  to  discover 
the  order  of  their  constitution,  we  derive  another  classifi- 
cation of  them,  which,  though  it  comes  under  the  first,  is, 
nevertheless,  deserving  of  separate  consideration. 

i.°  Some  contingent  substances  are  extra-subjective, 
that  is,  they  have  only  an  existence  relative  to  other  finite 
substances.  The  truth  of  this  may  be  easily  recognised 
by  reflecting  that  we  must  speak  of  substance  according 
to  that  concept  of  it  which  we  derive  from  perception, 
and  which  is  what  is  designated  by  the  terms  we  use. 
Now,  if  from  the  concept  of  corporeal  or  material  sub- 
stance— term-substance — we  exclude  all  sensitive  prin- 
ciple, we  exclude  also  the  act  of  subjective  and  proper 
existence,  and  there  remains  in  such  substance  only 
an  existence  relative  to  a  sentient  principle,  since  it  is 
perceived  only  as  felt.  It  is  only  our  understandings  that 
add  to  it  the  act  of  existence  in  an  absolute  mode;  but 
they  do  so,  as  we  have  already  remarked,  only  because 
otherwise  they  could  not  conceive  it,  and  without  meaning 
to  change  its  nature  or  to  add  to  it  anything  foreign.    Thus 
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the  act  of  subjective  existence,  which  must  certainly  be  in  it, 
is  no  longer  something  belonging  to  the  corporeal  reality 
perceived  by  us,  but  is  virtually  supposed  in  it  by  thought 
from  the  exigencies  of  cognition — it  is  neither  a  specified^ 
nor  a  specifying  act ;  but  by  reflecting  upon  it  afterwards 
we  may  infer  that  it  belongs  to  some  other  being  outside 
the  body,  in  a  word,  to  what  we  have  called  corporeal prin- 
cipU, 

876.  2.°  Some  are  subjects,  because  they  are  principles; 
and  a  principle,  although  it  has  a  synthetic  relation  to  its 
term,  is,  nevertheless,  conceived  before  its  term,  and,, 
hence,  its  real  existence  is  not  physically  relative  to 
things  preceding  it,  but  only  to  things  that  follow  it.  To 
this  class  belong  sensitive  souls. 

These  subjects,  however,  have  not  yet  a,sel/ncss;  sel/does 
not  exist  in  them.  Hence  neither  the  term  owny  nor  indeed 
any  personal  pronoun  can  properly  be  applied  to  them. 
But  we  speak  and  think  of  them  as  if  they  had  an  exist- 
ence in  themselves,  and  apply  personal  pronouns  to  them. 
This  again  we  do,  not  in  order  to  alter  their  nature,  but  in 
order  to  conceive  them.  We  do  not  thereby  mean  to  attri- 
bute to  them  any  selfhess,  but  merely  that  objective  and 
subjective  mode  of  being,  without  which  we  conceive 
nothing.  This  mode,  indeed,  presupposes  that  "  being  has 
an  act  of  its  own,  that  it  is  something  in  itself,  and,  there- 
fore, that  it  has  a  sel/^  a  personality."  In  fact,  there  is  no 
complete  being  but  a  person:  person  is  the  ontological 
condition  of  being.  Hence  souls  that  are  merely  sensitive 
are  subjects,  but  incomplete  ones,  and,  therefore,  they 
have  not  all  the  reality  necessary  fully  to  constitute  a 
real  being. 

877.  3.°  Finally,  some  substances  are  perfect  subjects^ 
because  they  have  a  sel/y  and  hence  we  may  say  with  per- 
fectly good  reason  that  they  have  an  existence  in  them- 
selves. These  are  the  intellective  substances,  which  are 
principle-beings  and  do  not  depend  upon  any  contingent 
substance,  whether  antecedent  or  consequent:  they  depend 
solely  upon  the  Eternal  and  Divine  being.    These  alone 
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have  self-hood,  alone  can  say  /  in  the  manner  which  we 
have  explained  (nos.  71-80).  When  there  exists  an  /there 
exists  a  true  cause,  whence  it  is  a  true  agent,  endowed 
with  liberty.  The  act  whereby  these  substances  exist 
being  independent  of  any  created  substance,  they  are  able 
to  stand  above  all  such  so  as  not  to  be  necessitated  by 
the  action  of  any  created  thing.  This  is  true,  of  course, 
only  in  so  far  as  they  are  pure  intelligences,  and  not 
bound  to  sensitive  or  corporeal  being,  as  is  the  case 
with  man,  a  being  made  up  of  corporeal  sensitivity  and 
intelligence. 

ARTICLE  III. 
Explanation  of  the  Origin  of  the  Accidental  Acts  of  Substances, 

878.  Having  thus  classified  substances  according  to  the 
intrinsic  order  of  their  construction,  we  may,  finally, 
answer  the  question  which  we  proposed  to  ourselves : 
I  low  are  accidental  acts  contained  in  this  essence  of  the 
human  soul  ?  which  may  be  subsumed  under  this  wider 
one :  How  are  accidental  acts  contained  in  the  essence  of 
substances  ? 

The  general  answer  to  this  question  follows  from  what 
has  been  said,  and  may  be  expressed  thus : 

Since  the  dififerent  contingent  substances  are  so  united 
reciprocally  that  the  one  sustains  the  other  and  makes  it 
exist,  we  have  only  to  conceive  a  change  in  this  onto- 
logical  union  in  order  to  conceive  that  substances  must 
be  variously  modified,  and  these  modifications  are  their 
accidental  acts. 

879.  The  accidental  acts  of  substances,  therefore,  depend 
upon  their  ofitological  connections  \vith  each  other,  and 
hence  may  be  said  to  be  extrinsic  to  them. 

880.  In  this  way  the  unity  of  substance  is  maintained 
amid  the  multiplicity  and  variety  of  its  acts,  and  thuS  is 
solved  one  of  the  most  difficult  questions  of  Ontolog^y. 
Such,  indeed,  is  the  nature  of  that  act  which  we  call  con- 
tingent substance,  that  it  unites  itself  to  another  substance, 
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and  by  this  union  subsists.  Hence,  even  assuming  that  no 
change  takes  place  in  the  act  of  a  substance  considered  in 
itself^  still  if  its  ontological  contact  with  what  is  different 
from  itself  be  changed,  it  acquires  a  new  mode,  is  actuated 
differently.  Thus,  although  the  change  does  not  lie  in  sub- 
stances, but  in  their  different  ontological  conjunctions,  the 
result,  nevertheless,  is  a  change  in  the  substances  them- 
selves, inasmuch  as  their  actuality  depends  upon  the  mode 
of  those  conjunctions. 

881.  Let  us  see,  then,  in  what  manner  we  may  conceive 
such  conjunctions  to  be  varied. 

i.°  In  the  first  place,  we  may  think  the  conjunction  as 
altogether  destroyed.  When  this  takes  place,  the  synthe- 
sizing substances  themselves  are  annihilated.  Thus,  if  we 
separate  the  sentient  from  the  felt,  we  annul  the  sensitive 
soul,  because  there  is  no  longer  any  sensitive  soul  when 
every  feeling  and  every  possibility  of  feeling  are  altogether 
extinguished. 

If  we  separate  the  felt  from  the  sentient,  we  annihilate 
corporeal  or  material  substance,  because  we  no  longer  find 
either  extension,  or  sensiferous  force,  or  the  external  force 
which  changes  the  sensiferous,  or  sensible  qualities,  which 
are  the  elements  that  go  to  constitute  the  concept  of  body. 

If  we  separate  the  intellective  soul  from  ideal  being, 
the  former  no  longer  exists,  because  that  which  under- 
stands nothing  at  all  is  in  no  sense  an  intellective  soul. 
But  if  we  separate  ideal  being  from  the  soul,  we  still 
see  that  it  must  by  its  essence  be  understood,  and  hence 
it  is  not  annulled,  because  it  is  independent  of  the  soul 
and  of  every  created  substance,  but  presupposes  a  real 
having  an  identical  existence  with  it. 

882.  2.°  In  the  second  place,  we  may  conceive  that  a 
substance  united  to  another  to  which  it  gives  actuality  is 
changed  either  by  the  substitution  or  the  addition  of 
another,  or  by  the  union  with  it  of  another  substantial  part, 
as  happens  in  the  case  of  matter,  whose  parts  are  sub- 
stances numerically  different,  although  of  the  same 
nature. 
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%%l.  The  first  of  these  cases  is  impossible,  because  if  the 
substance  which  gives  actuality  to  another  were  entirely 
changed,  the  substance  which  received  the  actuality  would 
no  longer  be,  inasmuch  as  its  nature  and  formal  existence 
arise  from  the  conjunction  in  question.  Thus,  if  the  soul 
had  for  its  term,  not  the  corporeal  felt,  but  an  intelligent 
being,  it  would  no  longer  be  a  soul  (nos.  184-199). 

884.  The  second  case,  that  of  one  substance  united  to 
another  of  the  same  species,  is  possible,  and  possible  in 
several  ways.  Here  we  are  dealing  with  corporeal  and 
material  substance,  and  therefore  with  different  portions  of 
the  same  substance. 

Let  us  consider  the  different  species  of  brute  animals. 
Properly  speaking,  all  non-intelligent  animals  belong  to 
the  same  species ;  they  are  substances  specifically  the 
same,  inasmuch  as  in  all  we  conceive  the  same  first  act  of 
existence,  which  consists  in  the  union  of  the  sentient  prin- 
ciple with  the  harmonically  excited  felt.  Now,  animals 
appear  in  very  different  shapes  because  there  is  a  variety  in 
the  quantity  of  the  felt,  of  the  excitement,  and  of  the 
harmony  with  which  the  sensitive  principle  is  excited  ;  and 
these  are  the  three  elements  of  the  substantiality  of 
animals. 

This  variation,  therefore,  in  the  connection  between  the 
two  substances  (body  and  soul),  does  not  properly  change 
the  substance,  but  places  it  more  or  less  in  act,  and  for 
this  reason  some  animals  are  more  perfect  than  others. 
Still,  we  cannot  say  that  these  varieties  are  transient 
accidents,  because  the  felt  has  been  substantially  and  per- 
manently changed.  For  this  reason,  common-sense  con- 
siders them  as  different  species.  If  we  should  choose  to 
call  them  varieties^  then  we  should  be  obliged  to  distinguish 
two  kinds  of  varieties,  calling  the  first  co7istitiitivc  vartetieSy 
and  the  second,  which  are  accidents  with  respect  to  the 
first,  co7isecufive  or  transient  varieties. 

If  a  new  sense  should  be  added  to  an  animal  (and  I 
believe  this  is  conceivably  possible  in  the  case  of  the  im- 
perfect animals,  although  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  afiirmed 
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to  be  possible  in  that  of  the  perfect  ones,  if  by  senses  we 
mean  corporeal^senses),  there  would  result  in  this  animal 
a  constitutive  and  stable  change,  on  account  of  its  union 
with  the  new  felt,  which  would  differ  from  the  preceding 
felts,  not  only  in  the  quantity,  but  also  in  the  quality,  of 
the  conjunction. 

885.  From  the  quantity  and  the  quality  which  may 
vary  in  substances  ontologically  united  to  others,  there 
arises  the  concept  of  what  are  called  the  integral  parts  of  a 
whole.  A  man  who  has  had  a  leg  amputated  has  under- 
gone a  constitutive  and  permanent  change,  in  so  far  as  a 
portion  of  that  substance  which  ought  to  adhere  to  him, 
according  to  his  ideal  type,  no  longer  does  so ;  and  yet  the 
essence  of  the  man  remains  intact,  because  nothing  ot 
what  falls  within  the  first  idea  of  man  is  changed,  the  only 
change  being  in  the  ontological  conjunction  whereby  the 
man  subsists. 

886.  3.°  Finally,  the  ontological  conjunction  sometimes 
does  not  change  in  such  a  way  that  one  of  the  two  sub- 
stances is  altered  permanently,  but  only  so  far  that  the  one 
is  united  more  or  less  or  diflferently  to  its  companion,  and 
that  in  a  transient  and  variable  way.  Hence  arise  those 
accidental  changes,  which  are  the  common  accidents  of 
created  substances. 

ARTICLE  IV. 
Application  to  the  Acts  of  the  Soul, 

887.  Applying  all  this  to  the  human  soul,  we  find  that 
there  are  two  elements  which  inform  it,  the  corporeal  felt 
(corporeal  substance),  in  so  far  as  the  soul  is  sensitive,  and 
ideal  being,  in  so  far  as  it  is  intellective. 

That  the  human  soul  should  be  sensitive  in  a  perfect 
manner,  resulting  from  the  human  organism,  seems,  as  we 
have  seen,  a  predisposition  necessary  for  intelligence  (nos. 
672-675).  But  although  the  human  organism,  which  is  the 
felt,  must  have  a  given  conformation,  in  order  that  the  soul 
may  be  sensitive  in  the  human  way,  that  is,  in  such  a  way 

VOL.   II.  F 
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that  intelligence  may  be  added  to  it,  still  the  conformation 
is  not  so  fully  determined  that  it  cannot  at  all  vary.  Hence 
diversities  in  sex,  in  age,  in  temperament,  in  states  of 
health,  in  perfection  of  organism,  &c.,  &c.  These  diver- 
sities 

I  .^  Are,  in  part,  stable,  and  therefore  belong  to  varie- 
ties or  cofish'tiilive  accidents  accordant  with  nature,  e.g.  sex. 

2.^  They  are  partly  changes  of  integral  parts ^  such  as 
we  find  in  monsters  which  lack  some  part,  or  have,  joined 
to  them,  some  part  that  does  not  properly  belong  to  them. 
This  is  another  class  of  varieties,  consisting  of  constitutive 
accidents  contrary  to  tiaturc. 

3.°  They  are  partly  mere  diversities  of  quality^  such  ^^ 
greater  or  less  robustness,  dark  or  fair  complexion,  &c. 

888.  Considering,  then,  that  the  animal  constitution  is 
a  predisposition  necessary  to  rationality,  inasmuch  as  man 
receives  from  his  animality  the  tnatter  of  cognition y  and  the 
indications  according  to  which  he  reasons,  and  hence  also 
the  aptitude  for  reasoning  more  or  less  perfectly — an  apti- 
tude depending  upon  the  facility  to  receive,  recall,  pre- 
serve, and  mix  at  will  the  sensible  indicatiofis  of  things — 
we  must  conclude,  that  in  the  reasoning  as  well  as  in  the 
affective  faculty  there  are  as  many  varieties  as  the  diver- 
sities just  specified  in  the  human  animality. 

889.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  being  intuited  by  man 
should  acquire  a  reality,  his  intellective  state  would  change 
substantially,  and  this  is  the  transition  which  he  makes 
from  the  natural  state  to  the  supernatural ;  but  this  is  a  sub- 
ject belonging  to  theology.  This  change,  however,  which 
has  reference  to  man's  supersubstantial  form,  carries  with 
it  a  corresponding  change  in  his  reasoning  faculty,  and 
even  in  his  body,  by  reason  of  the  activity  which  his 
intellective  part  exercises  on  his  animal  part  (See  nos. 
288-389). 

890.  But  these  varieties,  accordant  with,  contrary  to,  or 
above  nature,  integral  or  qualificative,  varieties  which  in 
some  sense  are  called  accidental,  that  is,  in  the  sense  that 
they  are   not  included   in  the  idea  of  man,  all  refer  to 
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state^  and  are  -not  transient  acts.     Of  these  we  must  now 

891.  Corporeal  matter,  having  thie  nature  of  a  term,  is 
necessarily  inert  (nos.  816-822) ;  hence,  with  respect  to  it, 
we  cannot  say  that  there  is  any  transition  from  power 
[JihwfAif]  to  act  [gv8/)vg«a].  All  its  changes  proceed  from  with- 
out. It  is  merely  passive  :  hence  it  has  only  passive  acts, 
which,  properly  speaking,  are  not  acts  but  passions  [voi^]. 
The  passions  of  corporeal  being,  moreover,  always  relate  to 
quantity,  and  hence  they  cause  changes  in  the  numbers, 
forms,  localities,  &c.,  of  bodies. 

It  seems  that  the  sensitive  being  has  accidental  acts, 
and  so  they  may  be  called.  But  if  we  carefully  consider 
how  it  is  constituted,  we  see  that  these  acts  do  not  'find 
their  sufficient  reason  in  it,  but  in  the  substance  which 
sustains  and  actuates  it,  which  is  the  corporeal  substance. 
The  fact,  therefore,  of  its  being  sustained  and  actuated  differ- 
ently is  what  changes  the  accidental  mode  of  its  activity. 
It  is,  indeed,  an  activity,  since,  as  we  saw,  it  is  a  principle- 
being.  But  this  activity  is  sustained,  informed,  and 
actuated  by  its  term,  that  is,  by  ihe/elt.  Hence  when  this 
changes,  that  activity  becomes  greater  or  less,  and  displays 
itself  in  various  forms,  but  without  changing  its  law  or  the 
basis  of  the  same.  For  example,  if  we  keep  our  eyes  fixed 
upon  a  surface  across  which  different  figures  variously 
coloured  and  arranged  pass,  the  reason  of  their  successive 
changes  lies  altogether  outside  of  the  eye  :  the  activity  of 
the  eye  which  strains  to  look  remains  the  same,  although 
the  objects  presented  to  it  change.  The  eye  always  sees 
^nth  the  same  virtue,  with  the  same  activity,  although  the 
visive  act  seems  to  change.  The  truth  is  that  this  act  does 
not  change  ;  what  does  change  is  its  term.  Nevertheless, 
this  term  of  the  act  of  seeing  is  necessary  to  vision,  and  is 
what,  by  actuating  vision,  makes  the  eye  see.  Now, 
according  as  the  surface  seen  changes,  the  act  of  the  eye 
also  changes,  while  its  basis,  that  is,  the  seeing  principle, 
and  the  law  of  vision  remain  immutable.  Now,  it  is 
beyond  alll  question,  that  if  on  the  surface  beheld  by  the 
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eye  the  figures  diminish  in  number  and  size,  the  eye  sees 
fewer  things  than  before,  and  if  these  representations  cease 
altogether,  the  eye  sees  nothing  but  a  uniform  surface. 
But  if  this  surface  visible  to  the  eye  should  go  on  narrow- 
ing, the  act  of  vision  also  would  diminish,  and  if  the 
visible  surface  disappeared  altogether,  the  act  of  vision 
would  cease  along  with  it,  inasmuch  as  there  would  no 
longer  remain  any  vision.  This  happens  because  the 
visual  act  does  not  depend  alone  on  itself,  but  is  condi- 
tioned by  its  term,  whence  the  visual  act  neither  increases 
nor  diminishes  nor  ceases  through  any  deficiency  of  its 
own,  but  through  the  deficiencies  of  the  term  which 
actuates  and  informs  it.  Thus  every  sensitive  principle 
resulting  from  this  duplicity  of  substances  ceases  when 
the  substance  which  acts  as  form  and  term  to  it  ceases, 
and  changes  when  it  changes,  not  through  any  deficiency 
of  its  own,  or  through  a  spontaneous  increase  or  diminu- 
tion of  activity.  Let  it  not  be  oflfered  as  an  objec- 
tion to  this,  that  it  would  follow  as  a  consequence  that 
the  sentient  would  be  merely  passive,  and  that,  therefore, 
there  would  be  no  possible  explanation  of  all  those  animal 
phenomena  in  which  the  action  of  the  sensitive  principle 
upon  the  body  manifests  itself,  for  example,  the  circulation 
of  the  blood.  The  fact  is,  that  all  these  movements  have 
their  reason  in  the  very  primitive  activity  of  the  sentient 
principle  itself,  an  activity  which  is  always  acting  on  its 
term  according  to  the  same  law  and  the  same  basis. 
Hence,  if  any  irritation — let  us  say  a  violent  pain — causes 
an  increase  in  the  circulation,  which,  in  our  view,  means 
an  increase  of  action  in  the  sentient  principle,  this  does 
not  occur  because  the  sensitive  principle  has  modified  its 
own  activity,  but  because  it  has  found  another  term  which 
has  actuated  and  informed  it  in  a  higher  degree,  so  that  it 
has  been  able  to  exhibit  itself  in  this  manner.  Thus,  if  I 
first  place  an  opaque  object  before  the  rays  of  the  sun,  and 
then  replace  it  by  a  transparent  one,  the  rays  of  the  sun  in 
both  cases  strike  the  body  placed  before  them  in  the  same 
manner,  with  the  same  rapidity  and  vehemence ;  but  in  the 
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first  case  they  are  stopped  and  reflected,  whereas  in  the 
second  they  pass  through,  not  because  they  have  modified 
their  activity,  but  because  their  activity  in  its  mode  ot 
exhibition  is  conditioned  by  those  bodies  of  different 
natures  which  they  meet  in  their  course. 

892.  The  accidental  acts  of  man  are  sensitive  and  intellec- 
tive. In  so  far  as  they  are  sensitive,  they  exhibit  themselves 
in  the  mode  referred  to.  In  so  far  as  they  are  intellective, 
they  can  display  themselves  only  by  having  recourse  to 
their  proper  term — ^the  idea,  which  actuates  the  intellectual 
activity,  the  object,  universal  being.  Universal  being  is 
perfectly  simple,  in  itself  immutable,  and,  therefore,  the 
intellect,  as  such,  is  also  immutable  in  the  order  of  nature,, 
being  susceptible  only  of  a  supernatural  change,  when 
ideal  being  realizes  itself  before  it,  an  event  which  takes 
place  only  in  the  order  of  grace  and  glory,  which  lies  above 
human  philosophy.  It  is  true  that  we  may  be  in  doubt  as 
to  whether  ideal  being  itself  shines  with  equal  light  for  all 
human  intellects ;  but  in  any  case,  I  am  inclined  to  refer 
the  primitive  differences  of  intellectual  power  to  the  rational 
order  rather  than  to  the  intellective  order  alone. 

893.  The  rational  order  begins  with  the  fundamental 
perception  (nos.  254-271),  and  its  development  at  the  first 
instant  when  a  man  perceives  external  realities  in  ideality. 
The  acts  of  the  perceptions^  therefore,  depend  on  the  realities 
that  fall  within  his  feeling,  and  must,  for  that  reason,  like- 
wise be  explained  by  reference  to  variety  in  the  term  of  per- 
ception and  to  the  primitive  rational  activity  by  which  the 
soul  is  always  rendered  tense,  and  so,  to  speak  pointed  to- 
ward the  perceptible  term  presented  to  it  in  feeling ;  nor 
need  we  assume  any  spontaneous  change  originating  in 
this  primitive  activity  itself.  Acts  of  reflection  are  after- 
wards determined  by  needs,  and  these  acts  must  be  ex- 
plained in  the  same  way,  because  needs  make  themselves 
felt  first  in  animality.  Only  when  man  has  attained  the  use 
of  his  own  liberty*  does  there  appear  in  him  a  kind  of 
acts  altogether  new — acts  which  can  be  explained  only 

•  Anthropology,  nos.  543-559- 
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on  the  assumption  that  the  agent  moves  itself  in  such  a  way 
that  its  transition  from  power  to  act  depends  not.  upon  its 
term  but  upon  its  active  principle. 

894.  And  herein  lies  the  chief  difficulty  in  explaining 
how  it  is  that  these  accidental  acts  do  not  interfere  with 
the  unity  of  the  active  principle.  This  difficulty  is  so  gfreat 
that  any  one,  even  after  he  succeeds  in  understanding  the 
solution  of  this  kind  of  philosophical  mystery,  has  the 
greatest  difficulty  in  explaining  his  thought  in  words,  so  as 
to  make  himself  clearly  understood.  Notwithstanding  this 
we  shall  make  the  attempt. 

In  the  first  place,  let  it  be  borne  in  mind  that  liberty 
(we  mean  bilateral  liberty)  is  the  faculty  of  choosing 
between  two  volitions.* 

In  the  second  place,  let  it  be  borne  in  mind  that  there 
is  no  place  for  true  bilateral  liberty  except  in  the  moral 
order,  when  the  choice  is  presented  between  a  volition 
agreeing  with  the  moral  law,  and  another  at  variance  with 
it ;  the  fact  being  that  outside  of  this  case  there  is  no 
reason  that  could  induce  a  man  to  prefer  subjective  evil  to 
good  or  the  less  subjective  good  to  the  greater.!  But 
when  we  come  to  compare  the  subjective  order  with  the 
objective-moral  order,  then  we  understand  how  a  man 
might  prefer  the  smallest  objective-moral  good  to  the 
greatest  subjective  good,  or  how  he  might  do  the  con- 
trary, by  preferring  subjective  good  to  any  objective-moral 
good,  however  great.  The  reason  of  this  is  that  the  sub- 
jective order  and  the  objective-moral  order  do  not  belong 
to  the  same  category,  and  that  their  degrees  cannot  be 
compared  or  measured  with  each  other.  Hence  they  have 
not  in  common  either  species,  or  genus,  and,  therefore,  not 
even  true  resemblance,  or  true  analogy.  Consequently, 
if  we  look  at  moral  good  purely  as  such  (it  is  to  be  found 
in  the  necessity  of  moral  obligation),  it  has  not  in  itself  the 
power  of  detaching  a  man  from  the  subjective  good  with 
which  it  may  have  come  into  collision,  if  the  man  himself 
do  not  add  of  his  own  force  to   it  and  determine  him- 

♦  Anthropology y  nos.  606-61 1.  t  Ihid.y  nos.  560-566. 
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self  in  its  favour.  And  it  is  in  this  self-determination 
that  liberty  consists.  The  moral  or  ideal-moral  order  (the 
law),  therefore,  is  the  term  of  the  moral  activity,  just  as 
subjective  good  is  the  term  of  the  real  activity.  Since  these 
two  terms  belong  to  distinct  categories,  the  two  activities 
which  they  uphold  and  actuate  do  the  same,  and  each  of 
them  varies  its  accidental  acts  according  to  the  changes  in 
its  own  term.  But  since  the  soul  has  these  two  terms,  it  has 
also  two  activities  categorically  distinct,  whose  terms  being 
incommensurable,  cannot,  when  they  come  into  collision, 
determine  it  to  display  the  one  activity  rather  than  the  other; 
for  which  reason  it  must  itself  enter  the  field  and  decide  for 
itself,  and  herein,  we  repeat,  lies  liberty.  Now  the  whole 
difficulty  in  connection  with  this  matter  consists  in  explain- 
ing how  the  soul,  being  one,  can  have  these  two  activities  so 
entirely  distinct,  and  how  it  can  freely  adhere  to  the  one 
rather  than  the  other,  without  being  determined  by  either. 

Now,  in  the  notion  that  the  soul,  though  in  itself  one, 
should  have  two  terms,  there  is  nothing  absurd,  since  the 
duality  lies  in  the  terms  and  not  in  the  principle  (nos. 
161-173).  That  two  activities  are  aroused  in  it,  is  due  to 
the  duality  of  the  term,  because,  as  we  have  said,  the 
adhering  term  actuates  the  principle  to  which  it  adheres. 
Since,  therefore,  the  terms  are  categorically  distinct  they 
must  arouse  in  the  soul  two  activities  categorically  distinct. 
But  the  difficulty  lies  primarily  in  explaining  how  these  two 
activities,  being  categorically  distinct,  can  have  a  single 
principle,  namely,  the  soul. 

895.  In  order  to  overcome  this  difficulty,  we  must 
obser\'e  that  the  categories  are  consequents  of  the  forms 
of  being.  We  have  said  that  the  same  identical  being 
is  in  three  forms  or  modes,  that  is,  the  real  mode,  the  ideal 
mode,  and  the  moral  mode. 

In  being,  therefore,  or  in  the  unity  of  being,  the  three 
categories  coincide,  though  much  more  distinct  from  each 
other  than  genus  is  from  genus,  and  mutually  exclusive. 
If  we  can  find  the  nexus  or  that  sole  seat  of  the  categories 
in  which  there  is  a  most  simple  unity  combined  with  a  most 
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distinct  trinity,  we  shall  be  able  to  understand  how  being, 
which  is  communicated  to  the  soul  under  the  real  and 
moral  categories,  can  strictly  preserve  unity  in  the  soul, 
provided  only  we  conceive  it  as  existing  in  the  soul  prior 
to  the  real  activity,  and  to  the  moral  activity,  and  at 
the  same  time  conceive  an  activity  which  regards  being 
in  its  unity.  And  we  can  readily  see  that  these  several 
activities  indeed  exist  in  the  soul,  when  we  look  at  intelli- 
gence which  has  being  for  its  term.  The  truth  is,  that 
although  this  faculty  has  for  its  term  being  under  the  ideal 
form,  it  nevertheless  has,  even  anteriorly,  as  its  object, /«r^ 
beingy  since  it  would  be  impossible  to  communicate  with  the 
ideal  form  of  being  without  communicating  with  being 
itself,  which  manifests  itself  under  this  form.  Hence  even 
in  the  soul  there  are  in  effect,  unity  and  trinity,  a  most  dis- 
tinct vestige  of  the  Divine  Trinity.  In  so  far,  therefore,  as 
the  soul  communicates  with  being,  it  has  a  single  activity, 
in  which  are  united  all  the  others,  even  though  categorically 
distinct,  as  are  the  real  activity  and  the  moral  activity  of 
which  we  have  been  speaking.  It  does  not,  therefore,  in- 
volve any  absurdity  to  say,  that,  just  as  being,  although 
one  and  perfectly  simple,  has,  nevertheless,  three  forms, 
so  likewise  the  soul,  to  which  being  communicates  itself, 
should,  though  perfectly  simple,  have  in  its  unity  three 
activities  categorically  distinct. 

896.  But  it  still  remains  to  be  explained  how  that  single 
activity  which  corresponds  to  being,  and  in  which  are 
united  the  two  activities,  the  real  and  the  Immoral,  which 
correspond  to  the  two  categories  of  being,  can  determine 
itself  to  prefer  the  objects  of  the  one  to  the  objects  of  the 
other,  when  they  come  into  collision  in  such  a  way  that  it 
cannot  embrace  both  at  the  same  time. 

To  get  at  the  root  of  this  matter  (and  this  is  the  purpose  ot 
all  our  reasoning)  we  must  consider  that  in  being,  considered 
as  complete,  absolute,  entire,  the  forms  can  never  come  into 
collision  with  each  other.*  And,  as  the  real  form  has  the 
nature  of  a  principle,  the  ideal  form,  that  of  a  means,  and 

*  Theodicyy  nos.  384-397. 
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the  moral  form,  that  of  an  end,  so  the  order  of  this  being  is 
such  that  the  moral  form  is  related  to  the  others  as  their 
complement  and  perfection.  Hence,  even  when  being  is 
participated  in  with  limitation,  the  moral  form  has  this 
peculiarity  that  it  can  never  lose  the  character  of  end  and 
of  perfection  which  forms  its  concept.  If,  therefore,  it  were 
rejected  in  favour  of  the  others,  made  to  serve  as  a  means, 
or  altogether  neglected,  there  would  be  disorder,  that  is, 
destruction  of  the  intrinsic  and  natural  order  of  being ; 
there  would  be  an  internal  strife  in  being  itself,  tending  to 
destroy  it,  since  being  cannot  exist  except  in  its  own  proper 
order.  Hence  the  human  soul,  or  any  intelligence  having 
for  its  term  being  with  its  categories,  must  necessarily  in 
its  first  act  preserve  that  order  which  being  furnishes  it  with> 
and  which  sustains  and  actuates  it  by  communicating  itself^ 
Hence  it  follows,  that  if  the  soul  (not  yet  defiled)  should  act  in 
accordance  with  this  its  first  activity,  which  is  well  ordered, 
it  would  preserve  in  its  operations  an  order  altogether 
analogous  and  corresponding  to  the  order  of  being  itself^ 
and  by  this  order  it  would  be  determined  to  act  with  moral 
perfection.  We  must,  therefore,  suppose  that  in  the  soul 
there  is  a  spontaneity  inclining  it  to  moral  action,  that  is,  to 
adhere  always  to  the  moral  good,  without  ever  sacrificing  it 
to  the  real  good.  Hereby  our  question  is  narrowed,  since  it 
leaves  us  only  the  task  of  explaining  how  the  soul  can  ever 
abandon  the  moral  order,  to  go  in  pursuit  of  good  that  is 
merely  real  or  subjective,  in  other  words,  how  sin  is  pos- 
sible. When  we  have  explained  this,  we  shall  also  have 
explained  liberty  and  its  accidental  acts. 

We  must,  therefore,  observe  that  the  soul,  in  so  far  as  it 
possesses  real  activity,  is  in  the  highest  degree  mobile,  in 
other  words,  that  any  good  or  evil,  however  small,  is  suffi- 
cient to  determine  it  to  act.*  And  as  long  as  this  action 
does  not  run  counter  to  the  moral  order,  it  acts  according  to- 
the  particular  spontaneity  of  its  real  activity.  When,  on 
the  contrary,  the  action  does  run  counter  to  the  moral 
order,  then  there  come  into  collision  before  it  two  activities,, 

*  Anthropohg)'y  nos.  623-627. 
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which  determine  it  in  opposite  directions,  and  of  which 
either,  if  it  were  alone,  would  suffice  to  make  it  act.     Since, 
however,  they  are  in  conflict,  which  shall  conquer  ?    The 
moral  activity  is  superior  in  respect  to  the  excellence  and 
amplitude  of  the  term  which  produces  it,  because  that  term 
is  being  in  its  completeness  and  in  its  ultimate  perfection, 
which  embraces   everything.     Hence,  if  this  moral  order 
should  act  in  the  soul  with  all  the  efficacy  of  which  it  is 
capable,  it  would  necessarily  produce  in  it  an  ever-preva- 
lent spontaneity.     But  this  order,  notwithstanding  that  it  is 
the  term  of  the  soul,  does  not  act  upon  it  with  such  complete 
efficacy.     The  result  is  that,  although  the  soul  understands 
the  dignity  of  this  order  and  the  absolute  obligation  of  pre- 
ferring it,  it  does  not  draw  from  it  the  strength  necessary  to 
repress  the  spontaneity  of  the  real  activity.    It  may,  indeed, 
succeed  in  doing  this,  but  only  on  one  condition,  namely, 
that  it  voluntarily  unite  itself  more  closely  to  the  moral  term 
which  informs  and  actuates  it,  and  so  cause  the  salutary 
force  exercised  upon  it  by  this  term  to  increase  and  add  to 
it  moral  vigour.     As  we  have  said,  the  soul  sees  the  obliga- 
tion of  acting  thus  ;  and  although  this  seeing  does  not,  cer- 
tainly, determine  it,  it  informs  it  that,  if  it  will,  it  may 
determine  itself  in  that  direction.     I  say,  "  if  it  will,"  that 
is,  if  it  increase  the  vigour  of  its  moral   spontaneity  by 
binding   itself  more   closely   to  the   moral  term,    and   so 
acquiring  an  augmentation  of  strength.*    Thus  the  seeing 
of  moral  necessity^  which  constitutes  the  special  term  of 
its  intelligence,  is  the  spring  of  the  souls  liberty,  because, 
by  means  thereof,  it  learns  that  it  can  and  ought  to  will, 
although  it  is  not  determined  thereto. 

The  intelligence,  therefore,  is  the  spring  of  liberty, 
because  the  intelligence  represents  to  the  soul  the  moral 
order   and   its   supreme    necessity — represents   to   it   that 


♦  We  must  not  be  here  understood  to 
mean  that  the  soul  can  do  everything  in 
the  moral  order.  Its  forces  are  limited. 
It  may  be  determined  to  sin  as  well  as 
to  rignteousnesSy  even  before  acquiring 
the  use  of  its  liberty,  as  is  shown  oy  the 
<logma  of  original  sin.    We,  therefore, 


speak  here  theoretically  (as  is  often  done 
by  the  Angelic  Doctor,  so  ill-understood 
by  certain  persons),  considering  the  soul 
in  itself,  apart  from  its  specisd  circtim- 
stances :  we  speak  on  the  supposition 
that  it  lacks  none  of  the  conditions 
necessary  for  its  action. 
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from  this  order  it  may  draw  that  force  which  it  does 
not  yet  possess,  but  the  gaining  of  which  depends  on 
itself.  Exactly,  therefore,  as  the  other  activities  of 
the  soul  are  determined  to  their  acts  by  their  objects  or 
terms,  so  liberty  is  determined  by  its  object;  this  object, 
however,  which  is  that  of  intelligence  embracing  the  two 
opposite  sides,  the  real  and  the  moral,  does  not  determine 
it  to  either  of  them ;  but  the  soul,  finding  in  this  object 
the  possibility  of  giving  prevalence  to  the  moral,  of  which 
it  sees  the  supreme  excellence,  as  well  as  the  necessity 
and  finally  the  power  of  unlimited  actualisation,  is  capable 
of  either  determining  itself  toward  the  better  side  or 
yielding  to  the  worse. 

To  conclude  :  every  real  substance  that,  by  ontological 
conjunction,  sustains  and  actuates  another  substance,  im- 
parts to  it  a  determinate  activity ;  but  ideal  being,  when 
ontologically  conjoined  with  another  substance  (the  soul), 
does  not  impart  to  it  a  determinate  activity,  but  only  the 
power  to  determine  itself. 
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CHAPTER  XV. 

HOW  THE   POWERS   OF  THE    SOUL  ARE   CONTAINED  IN  IT- 

897.   From  the  acts  of  the  soul  we  must  pass  to  its 
powers.     But  first  let  us  sum  up. 

The  second  acts  of  the  soul  are  of  two  kinds,  the  neces- 
sary and  the  free  (bilaterally).    The  necessary  acts  find 
their  explanation  in  the  changes  arising  in  the  substances 
which    ontologically  adhere  to  the  soul,   and,  properly, 
from  their  reality,  which,  if  nothing  opposes  it,  has  the 
power  to   determine  the  actuality   of  the   soul.     Of  the 
free  acts  we  find  the  explanation  when  we  consider  the 
nature  of  ideal  being  which  ontologically  adheres  to  the  soul, 
actuating  it,  not  indeed  to  a  determinate  operation,  but  in 
such  a  way  that  it  acquires  the  power  to  determine  itself, 
as  we  have  shown.     The  reason  of  this  is,  that  ideal  being 
itself  is  not   determined  to   represent   any  one   class   of 
realities,  but  all,  and  to  make  known  the  measure  of  their 
worth;   whence  the  soul,   knowing  by  means   of   it   the 
different  realities  and  their  worth,  without  being  deter- 
mined by  them — and  this  for  the  reason  that,  although  they 
are  known  by  it,  they  are  not  all  ontologically  connected 
with  it — has  the  power  to  choose  between  them,  and  to  unite 
itself  ontologically,  even  to  the  complete  and  moral  good 
with  which  it  is  not  connected,  thus  receiving  from  it  that 
determinate  activity  whereby  it   is   able  to  overcome   the 
impulse  of  every  other  reality  tending  to  determine  it  in 
another  way. 

898.  The  realities^  therefore,  which,  by  being  united 
ontologically  to  the  soul,  excite  its  activities,  are  variable, 
and  hence  the  origin  of  those  powers  of  the  soul  that  act 
with  necessity. 
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899.  The  ideality^  on  the  other  hand,  which  is  ontologi- 
cally  conjoined  with  the  soul — by  reason  of  its  univer- 
sality, whereby  it  makes  known  all  realities,  even  those 
which  do  not  actually  operate  on  the  soul,  even  the  Supreme 
Being,  and,  besides  this,  the  order  of  being,  the  necessity 
of  this  order,  and  moral  good — originates  the  power  of 
liberty. 

900.  With  respect  to  this  last  power,  the  soul  itselt 
changes  the  terms  to  which  it  becomes  ontologically 
united,  and  on  which  it  leans.  But  with  regard  to  the 
other  powers,  we  must  still  explain  how  the  realities  which 
sustain  and  actuate  the  soul  change. 

901.  Experience  tells  us  that  bodies  are  in  continual 
motion.  These  movements  change  the  felt  term  of  the 
soul,  which  is  one  of  the  substances  or  realities  which 
sustain  and  actuate  it.  But  we  have  still  to  account 
for  this  motion  of  bodies. 

902.  We  have  seen  that  no  body  contains  in  its  concept 
the  reason  of  its  own  motion.  We  have  shown  that 
matter  is  inert  (nos.  816-822).  Influenced  by  these  con- 
siderations, some  of  the  greatest  philosophers  have  thought 
it  impossible  to  explain  motion  without  having  recourse 
to  the  direct  action  of  God.  It  has  seemed  to  others,  and 
to  almost  all  moderns,  that  this  was  making  God  intervene 
without  necessity  in  the  order  of  nature,  and  hence  they 
have  adopted  the  expedient  of  denying  the  inertia  of 
matter,  and  have  written  volumes  to  show  that  it  has  an 
energy  of  its  own.  This  they  certainly  would  not  have 
done  if  they  had  properly  seized  the  concept  of  matter, 
tracing  it  back  to  its  original  formation  in  our  souls. 
Indeed,  the  concepts  of  things  can  never  be  obtained  in 
their  purity  and  genuineness  unless  they  are  caught  at  the 
moment  when  they  arise  in  our  spirits,  and  this  for  the 
reason  that  they  are  afterwards  altered  by  the  action  of 
the  spirit  itself,  and,  what  is  worse,  compounded  and  mixed 
with  other  concepts.  Hence  arises  the  error  of  attributing 
to  one  entity  the  properties  of  another,  just  because  two 
concepts  are  combined  into  one,  and  then  the  result  con- 
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ceived  to  be  simple,  when  in  truth  it  is  compound.  We, 
while  reserving  to  Grod  all  His  creative  and  preservative 
action,  do  not  believe  that  He  intervenes  in  order  to  impart 
motion  to  bodies  any  more  than  He  does  in  any  other  fact 
of  nature.  Hence  we  maintain  that  according  to  sound 
philosophy  there  must  be  a  secondary  cause  of  motion, 
and  that  we  must  not  introduce  into  it  direct  Divine  action. 
What  then  is  this  secondary  cause  ?  We  have  already 
pointed  to  it  in  the  first  part  of  this  work,  setting  out  from 
an  unquestioned  datum  of  experience.  This  datum,  fur- 
nished by  experience,  is,  that  the  sensitive  principle  is 
properly  a  motive  activity ;  for  which  reason  we  declared 
ourselves  in  favour  of  the  opinion  that  all  corporeal  atoms 
are  united  to  a  sentient  principle  (nos.  500-553).  Now, 
although  this  sentient  principle  never  changes  the  law  or 
the  basis  of  its  own  activity,  as  we  have  explained  in  the 
preceding  chapter,  still,  supposing  as  given  at  the  begin- 
ning a  certain  distribution  of  matter  (and  the  first  and  most 
wise  distribution  must  be  attributed  solely  to  the  Creator, 
there  being  no  other  ground  of  explanation),*  there  is 
nothing  illogical  in  thinking  that,  in  virtue  of  the  sensitive 
activity,  this  distribution  continually  changes  in  a  certain 
order,  passing  into  another  and  then  another  without 
ever  stopping,  and  that  on  this  supposition  all  the  move- 
ments in  the  universe  may  be  explained,  although  not 
the  laws  of  the  communication  of  motion,  which  must  be 
attributed  to  the  corporeal  principle.  The  fact  we  find, 
on  a  small  scale,  in  the  animal  body.  As  I  have 
already  said,  and  as  I  shall  prove  more  at  length  further 
on,  all  animal  movements  without  exception,  which  move 
in  a  circle  whose  whole  outline  I  designate  the  Zoetic  cmirsCy 
are  most  readily  explained  on  the  supposition  that  their 
sole  cause  is  the  sensitive  activity,  which  never  changes  its 
law  or  its  basis,  so  that  the  animal  goes  through  all  the 
stages  of  its  life  with  the  same  sensitive  activity  that  was 
given  it  at  the  beginning,  and  modifies  its  own  organiza- 
tion  until   it   is  dissolved  by  death.     It  is  true  that  we 

♦  Theodicy^  nos.  238-242. 
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discover  through  experience  another  indubitable  cause  of 
motion,  viz.,  intelligence;  and,  therefore,  there  is  no  reason 
why,  in  order  to  produce  the  movements  of  the  world, 
there  should  not  intervene  intelligences  unknown  to  us. 
This  thought,  indeed,  is  very  much  more  philosophical  than 
either  that  absurd  one  which  denies  the  inertia  of  matter, 
or  that  other  intemperate  one  which  attributes  those  move- 
ments to  Grod,  as  their  proximate  cause. 

At  all  events,  since  such  changes  take  place  in  the  terms 
of  the  soul,  we  must  attribute  to  it  potentiality,  which,  in 
the  last  analysis,  is  only  activity  susceptible  of  being 
variously  modified  by  means  of  its  term. 
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CHAPTER  XVI. 

ON    THE    DISTINCTION    BETWEEN    THE   POTENTIALITY   AND 

THE  ESSENCE  OF  THE  SOUL. 

903.  But  are  the  powers  which  we  find  in  the  soul  dis- 
tinct from  the  essence  of  the  soul  ? 

In  the  first  place,  we  must  distinguish  between  the 
gaieral  potentiality  of  the  soul  and  its  special  powers.  At 
present  we  must  speak  of  the  potentiality  of  the  soul  in 
general,  and  try  to  discover  how  it  is  distinguished  from 
the  essence  of  the  soul.  Of  the  distinction  between  its 
powers  we  shall  speak  in  the  following  books. 

The  potentiality  of  the  soul,  then,  is  conceived  by  philo- 
sophers in  two  ways : 

i.°  As  the  principle  of  the  soul  separate  from  its  term. 
This  notion  represents  to  thought  a  formless  principle, 
which  is  no  longer  soul  nor  anything  belonging  to  soul, 
because  it  no  longer  has  any  act  characteristic  of  the  soul, 
not  even  that  of  principle,  which  does  not  exist  if  it  is 
detached  from  its  term.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  this  poten- 
tiality is  considered  in  relation  to  its  term  and  not  separated 
from  it,  then  it  ceases  to  be  a  potentiality,  because  it  is  a 
first  act,  it  is  the  soul.* 

904.  2.'^  As  the  principle  of  the  soul  informed  by  its 
term,  but  by  a  variable  term,  as  we  have  called  it.  Now 
this  variability,  which  is  the  cause  of  the  potentialities, 
relates  to  the  term  of  the  soul,  and  not  to  its  principle, 
which  is  the  soul  itself,  and  which  is  variously  actuated 

♦  St.  Thomas  says  that  "  the  poten-  matter  altogether  formless  is  not  a  be- 

tiality  of  matter  is  nothing  but  its  es-  ing,  but,  properly  speaking,  naught  con- 

sence,"  setting  out  with  the  concept  of  ceived  by  the  mind  as  the  term  from 

formlessmatter,  whose  act  is  the  substan-  which    the    existence    of    contingent 

tial  form  {Sum,  TheoL,  Pt.  I,  q.  Ixxvii,  things,  which  are  drawn  from  notlung, 

art.  i  ad  am).    But  wc  have  seen  that  begins — a  h^-pothetical  abstraction. 
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by  its  term.  Hence  this,  which  is  the  true  potentiality, 
remains  distinct  from  the  essence  of  the  soul,  which  might 
be  conceived  even  if  the  term  never  varied.  For  example, 
we  cannot  conceive  a  sensitive  soul  without  a  felt  term ; 
but  this  term  may  have  a  thousand  different  modes  and 
vary  from  one  mode  to  another.  Hence  what  is  necessary 
in  order  to  enable  us  to  conceive  this  soul  (to  think  its 
essence)  is  a  felt  extended :  but  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
quality  of  this  should  be  determined.  In  the  concept  of 
the  soul,  therefore,  in  which  its  essence  and  nothing  else 
is  thought,  the  felt  remains  undetermined. 

905.  In  so  far,  therefore,  as  the  soul  has  in  general  a  felt 
extended,  it  is  conceived  in  its  essence ;  in  so  far  as  it  may 
have  one  felt  term  or  another,  it  is  conceived  in  its  poten^ 
tiality.  The  potentiality  of  the  soul,  therefore,  is  diflFerent 
from  its  essence. 

The  same  reasoning  may  be  applied  to  the  object  which 
is  the  term  of  the  intellective  soul,  except  in  this  respect 
that  the  intellective  soul  has  a  determinate  object,  which  is 
universal  being,  and  variability  does  not,  properly  speak- 
ing, occur  in  it,  inasmuch  as  it  is  immutable,  but  in  the 
realities  known  in  and  through  it.* 

906.  But  why  are  the  terms  of  the  soul  variable  ? 

The  reason  is  that  its  terms  are  limited ;  and  in  every 
limited  there  may  be  conceived  a  variation,  and  a  more 
and  a  less. 

If,  on  the  contrary,  there  were  a  being  whose  term  were 
the  whole  of  being  and,  consequently,  the  whole  order  ot 
being ;  this  being  would  have  no  potentiality  of  any  kind, 
but  would  be  pure  act.    The  reason  of  this  is,  that  being 

*  Thus  we  explain  what  St.  Thomas  sensitiva  et  rationalV   {Sum.   Theol. 

means  when  he  proves  the  difference  Pt.  I,  q.  Ixxvii,  art.  i  ad  7m).    Which 

between  the  essence  and  the  powers  of  means:  there  are  a  sensible  and  a  rational 

the  soul.    He  brings  forward  this  ob-  which  belong  to  the  essence  of  the  soul, 

jection  :  *'  Is  not  the  sensible  essential  because  without  them  the  soul  cannot 

to  the  sensitive  soul,  and  the  rational  to  be  conceived  ;  but  there  are,  besides,  a 

the  rational  soul  ?    If  so,  the  powers  of  sensible  and  a  rational  which  do  not 

sense  and  intellect  are  not  different  from  belong  to  the  essence  of  the  soul.    The 

the  essence  of  the  soul."     He  replies :  first  are  not  subject  to  changes,  but  the 

**  Rationale    et    sensibile^    prout  sunt  second  are,  and  it  is  to  the  second  that 

differentia^  non  sumuntur  a  potentiis  potentiality  refers. 
unsus  et  rationis,  sed  ab  ipsa  anima 
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with  all  its  order  is  perfectly  one  and  immutable.  This 
may  be  proved  after  the  manner  of  the  mathematicians 
from  the  absurdity  that  would  follow  from  supposing  the 
contrary.  In  fact,  let  us  suppose  that  some  variation  took 
place  in  the  all.  Every  variation  belongs  to  the  order  of 
being.  Hence  the  term  of  the  being  was  not  the  whole  of 
being  with  its  order,  which  is  contrary  to  the  supposition, 
because  the  order  lacked  the  variation  which  took  place 
m  It. 

Hence  God  alone,  of  necessity,  can  have  no  poten- 
tiality. He  is  pure  act,  because  His  term  is  the  whole  of 
being  with  its  whole  order.  Hence  even  that  which  is  con- 
ceived in  God  as  power  cannot,  without  error,  be  dis- 
tinguished from  His  essence. 

907.  There  follows  from  this  another  consequence,  viz., 
that  if  we  conceive  a  power  which  is  the  essence  itself  of 
being,  even  the  acts  which  are  attributed  to  this  power  must 
be  identical  with  the  essence  of  being,  since  that  must  be  a 
single  act  which  has  for  its  term  the  whole  of  being  in  its 
perfect  unity  and  simplicity.* 

And  yet  the  essence  of  the  soul  is  the  source  of  its 
powers,  for  the  reason  that  the  essence  of  the  soul  is  in 
its  very  nature  a  principle^  which  is  actuated  by  its  term. 
Beyond  all  question  it  is  the  principle^  or  the  soul^  that, 
being  actuated  differently  by  its  different  terms,  performs 
all  those  different  kinds  of  acts  to  which  the  powers  relate; 
hence  by  the  greatest  of  Italian  philosophers  the  soul  is 
declared  to  be  the  principle,  but  the  remote  one  of  acts, 
whereas  the  powers  are  declared  to  be  their  proximate 
principle.! 


*  St.  Thomas  shows  that  the  power 
of  a  being  cannot  be  identified  with  its 
essence,  Df  its  acts  also  are  not  identical 
with  it.  He  says :  "  Cum  potentia  et 
actus  dividant  ens  et  quodlibet  genus 
entiSy  oportet  quod  ad  idem  genus 
referatur  potentia  et  actus :  et  tdeo  si 
actus  non  est  in  genere  substantia, 
potentia,  qua  dicitur  ad  ilium  actum 


mm  potest  esse  in  genere  substantial 
Hence  he  infers  that  the  powers  of  the 
soul  are  not  its  essence,  because  "  opera' 
tio  anima  non  est  in  genere  substantia, 
sed  in  solo  Deo  operatio  est  ejus  sub- 
stantia  "  {Sum.  TheoL,  Pt.  I,  q.  Ixxvii, 
art.  I,  in  corp.). 

f  Sum,  TAeol.f  Pt.  I,  q.  Izzvii,  art.  i, 
in  corp. 
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CHAPTER  XVII. 

WHAT    ARE    HABITS    [}h^s]    AND    HOW    ARE    THEY    CON- 
TAINED IN  THE  ESSENCE  OF  THE  SOUL? 

908.  It  remains  for  us  to  speak  of  habits  and  to  show 
that  the  multiplicity  of  them  does  not  interfere  with  the 
unity  of  the  soul,  in  the  same  way  as  we  have  shown  that 
the  multiplicity  of  acts  and  powers  does  not.  And  the  way 
is  paved  for  us  by  what  we  have  already  said.  But  in 
order  to  proceed  more  clearly,  let  us  begin  by  defining 
what  we  mean  by  habil  and  accurately  determining  its 
nature. 

ARTICLE  I. 
What    is    a    Habit? 

909.  Habit,  generally  speaking,  is  a  certain  acquired 
and  accidental  disposition  of  the  soul,  whereby  it  is  placed 
in  a  better  or  worse  condition  and  is  better  enabled  to  act 
in  a  given  mode.* 

ARTICLE  11. 
Twofold  Meaning  of  the  word  Habit, 

910.  Hence  the  term  /labit  has  two  main  significations. 
It  is  either  considered  with  relation  to  the  essence  of  the 
soul,  or  with  relation  to  its  powers. 

911.  If  habit  be  considered  with  relation  to  the  essence 
of  the  soul,  it  is  that  which  adds  something  for  better  or 
for  worse  to  its  natural  state,  and,  therefore,  places  the 

*  It  has  been  said  that  there  are  enter  upon  this  question  now.  We 
habits  inherent  in  human  nature  and  mean  here  to  speak  only  of  acquired 
essential  to  it.    We  do  not  wish  to      habits. 

a  2 
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soul  in  a  state  better  or  worse  than  that  which  it  would  be 
in  without  it. 

912.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  be  considered  with  rela- 
tion to  the  powers  of  the  soul,  habit  is  a  disposition  which 
imparts  greater  facility  of  acting  in  a  certain  mode,  ordered 
or  disordered,  good  or  evil. 

913.  As  an  example  of  the  former  of  these  two  signifi- 
cations, we  will  adduce  the  condition  of  the  soul  rendered 
morally  better  by  a  virtuous  act,  or  by  the  acquisition  of  a 
merit,  or  else  rendered  worse  by  a  sin  or  the  commission  of 
a  fault. 

As  examples  of  the  second,  may  be  enumerated  all  the 
arts,  which  are  only  acquired  dispositions  enabling-  the  soul 
to  act  easily  in  a  given  mode  in  order  to  produce  what  the 
art  intends  to  produce. 

914.  Now,  if  we  reflect  carefully,  we  shall  see  that  habit 
in  both  its  significations  belongs  properly  to  the  intellective 
and  moral  soul,  but  that  it  belongs  to  the  sensitive  soul  in 
the  second  signification  only. 

The  reason  of  this  is  that  the  merely  sensitive  soul, 
neither  having  any  personality,  nor  being  the  cause  of  its 
own  actions,  nor  having  any  ideal  norm  to  follow,  is 
susceptible  only  of  a  natural  perfection  of  fact.  Hence 
one  sensitive  soul  may  be  of  a  more  or  less  perfect  nature 
than  another,  and  even  the  same  soul  may  gain  or  lose ; 
but  the  gain  or  the  loss  affects  its  nature,  and  not  the 
habit  which  renders  it  better  or  worse.  For  example,  if 
one  sensitive  soul  has  a  term  larger,  more  manifold,  better 
organized  for  preserving  life,  more  exciting  than  another, 
that  soul  is  actuated  in  a  higher  degree,  but  this  actuation 
is  of  the  same  character  as  the  natural  actuation ;  hence  we 
may  say  that  its  nature  is  increased  or  diminished,  but  not 
that  it  is  rendered  better  or  worse,  except  in  a  kind  of 
metaphorical  sense,  in  so  far  as  it  is  referred  by  man  to  the 
archetypal  idea  of  the  animal  in  question.  Thus,  also,  a 
body,  though  it  be  larger  than  another,  is  not  better  on 
that  account,  nor  has  it  a  habit.  It  has  merely  a  larger 
quantity  of  matter. 
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On  the  contrary,  the  powers  of  the  sensitive  soul  may 
have  habits,  if  we  understand  the  term  habit  in  its  second 
signification,  that  is,  as  a  disposition  of  the  power  to  act 
in  a  certain  way. 

The  rational  soul,  on  the  other  hand,  having  an  ideal 
norm  to  follow,  is  not  only  susceptible  of  having  more  or  less 
natural  activity,  but  also  of  being  better  or  worse,  accord- 
ing as  it  conforms  more  or  less  to  its  norm.  From  such 
conformation  it  receives  dignity,  merit,  right  to  eudemono- 
logical  good,  which  does  not  properly  belong  to  its  nature, 
being  a  relation  to  something  different  from  it.  It  is  pre- 
cisely for*  this  reason  that  it  is  called  habit,  because  the 
soul  acquires  a  better  or  worse  condition  in  virtue  of  this 
relation,  which  is  better  or  worse,  and  so  reflects  its  good- 
ness or  badness  upon  the  soul. 

915.  In  this  way,  moreover,  we  are  able  to  explain  how 
the  soul  may  have  supernatural  habits,  />.,  through  being 
united  to  Himself  by  God,  who,  not  being  a  natural  object, 
does  not  belong  to  the  nature  of  the  soul,  but  is  something 
that  comes  to  it  from  without.  Still,  in  a  certain  way  this 
kind  of  habit  adds  to  the  essence  of  the  soul  what  no  other 
habit  does — a  new  nature,  as  it  were. 

Passing  on  now  to  speak  of  habits  in  the  second  sense, 
that  is,  as  dispositions  of  the  powers  to  act  in  a  given 
way,  we  must  observe  several  things  with  respect  to  their 
nature. 

ARTICLE   III. 
The  Habits  0/  the  Powers  are  Divided  Primarily  as  the  Powers, 

916.  In  the  first  place,  we  must  observe  that  the  classifi- 
cation of  the  habits  of  the  powers  must  necessarily  follow 
the  classification  of  the  powers  themselves. 

Now,  powers  are  of  two  kinds.  Some  have  a  single 
aim  ;  other,  higher  ones,  are  so  constituted  as  to  rule  and 
give  order  to  inferior  ones.  Hence  habits  either  perfect  a 
power  with  relation  to  its  own  aim,  or  else  they  perfect  the 
order  among  the  powers,  disposing  properly  and  strength- 
ening those  that  have  to  rule  the  rest. 
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917.  Again,  although  a  habit  naturally  perfects  a  power, 
still  it  sometimes  indirectly  causes  damage  and  disorder  in 
the  subject.  This  happens  when  the  habit  perfects  those 
powers  that  ought  to  be  governed  and  subordinated,  giving 
them  a  force  and  readiness  to  act  greater  than  that  of  the 
governing  power;  in  which  case  the  power  perfected  by 
the  habit  becomes  unbridled,  and  causes  disorder  in  the 
subject,  and  sometimes  even  its  destruction. 

ARTICLE  IV. 
The  Origin  of  Habits, 

918.  Let  us  now  see  how  habits  are  produced.  In  this 
we  shall  be  aided  by  having  seen  how  powers  and  their 
accidental  acts  are  produced  and  constituted. 

919.  We  have  said  that  the  accidental  acts  of  a  being  are 
due  to  the  accidental  change  of  the  term  which  informs  that 
being.  These  second  acts  always  presuppose  a  first  act,  that 
is,  the  being  itself  informed.  Now,  in  the  being  informed 
there  are  principle  and  term,  and  the  term  is  what  arouses 
the  activity  of  the  principle  when  it  (the  term)  changes 
accidentally,  so  as  to  rouse  a  second  or  accidental  act. 
Now,  although  this  act  be  transient,  still,  even  after  it 
ceases,  it  leaves  in  the  principle  a  residue  of  activity,  so 
that  the  principle,  being  more  actuated,  becomes  more 
ready,  and,  therefore,  more  energetic  to  respond  to  any 
new  excitement  which  it  may  receive  from  its  term,  chang- 
ing again  in  the  same  way  as  it  did  when  it  aroused  the 
accidental  act  for  the  first  time.  It  seems  clear,  according 
to  this  law,  that  the  more  fi-equent  the  acts,  the  greater 
must  be  the  habit  produced  by  them,  although  the  habit 
begins  with  the  very  first  accidental  act. 

920.  Someone  will  perhaps  say  that  he  cannot  under- 
stand how  the  principle  of  an  act  must  remain  more 
actuated  when  the  accidental  act  ceases,  since  the  ceasing 
of  this  act  involves  the  removal  of  the  term  which  roused  it. 
If,  then,  the  principle  retains  an  increase  of  actuality,  even 
after  the  term  has  been  removed,  it  is  no  longer  true  that 
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the  actuality  in  the  principle  of  a  being  depends,  as  was 
supposed,  on  the  action  and  inherence  of  the  term  ;  but  we 
shall  have  to  account  for  the  greater  or  lesser  actuality  of 
the  principle  by  some  other  cause  independent  of  what 
comes  to  it  from  the  term  itself. 

To  this  we  reply,  that  when  the  transient  act  ceases,  the 
inherence  of  the  term  does  not  altogether  cease.  This  fact 
we  may  observe  in  the  acts  of  the  sensitive  faculties,  as 
well  as  in  those  of  the  rational  ones. 

921.  With  respect  to  the  sensitive  faculties,  after 
an  external  perception  has  been  received,  or  a  passive 
or  active  feeling  has  been  experienced,  traces  of  both 
remain  in  the  sense.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
sensitive  principle  preserves  in  its  felt  term  a  modification 
produced  by  the  action  of  external  bodies  upon  the  body 
animated  by  it,  even  when  this  action  has  ceased.  It  is 
equally  certain  that  any  passion  [«ra&of]  whatever,  or  any 
instinctive  inclination  remains  even  after  the  action  upon 
our  felt  term  has  passed  away.  Now  these  permanent 
modifications  are  the  cause  of  habits,  or,  rather,  they  are 
the  habitual  activity  itself  of  the  sensitive  principle. 

922.  This  will  be  better  understood  if  we  reflect  that 
the  activity  of  the  sensitive  principle  is  greater  and  more 
extensive  than  appears,  since  it  does  not  terminate  in 
sensation  or  in  the  felt  alone,  but  acts  also  upon  the  sen- 
siferous.  At  every  change  of  the  felt  it  rises  to  act  upon 
the  sensiferous,  in  order  to  accommodate  it  to  itself  so  as  to 
render  itself  as  comfortable  as  possible;  hence  its  organizing 
power  (nos.  474-489).  Hence,  after  having  experienced  cer- 
tain sensations,  and  having  by  means  of  the  activity  aroused 
in  it  by  them,  accommodated  the  sensiferous  to  itself  in  the 
most  comfortable  way  it  can,  its  condition  is  so  far  improved. 
This  is  seen  more  plainly  when  we  consider  the  law  of  the 
sefisiMus  tTistincty  which  is  part  of  its  activity.  The  sentient 
principle,  before  it  finds  a  pleasant  sensation,  cannot  turn 
its  activity  to  producing  the  same  for  itself;  but  when  it  has 
found  it,  it  employs  all  its  forces  to  retain  it,  and,  not  being 
able  to  retain  it  completely  after  the  external  and  exciting- 
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stimulus  has  been  removed,  retains  it  in  part,  accommo- 
dating to  it,  as  far  as  possible,  its  own  sensiferous,  which  is 
not  removed.  In  this  way  it  remains  in  a  state  of  conation 
and  tension  in  order  to  reproduce  the  sensation  as  soon  as  it 
can,  and  so,  whenever  the  occasion  returns  by  a  new  applica- 
tion of  the  external  stimulus,  it  is  already  prepared  and 
eager  to  co-operate  with  it  directly  that  it  may  enjoy  again 
the  same  pleasure;  and  it  is  helped  to  maintain  this  greater 
activity,  as  we  have  said,  by  the  sensiferous,  which  it  has 
kept  in  the  attitude  most  conducive  to  its  own  actuation 
and  to  readiness  for  the  effect.  The  fact  is,  the  pleasant 
sensation  does  not  arise  from  the  mere  operation  of  the 
external  stimulus;  what  chiefly  contributes  to  excite  it 
are  the  movements  of  the  sensiferous,  which  again  depend 
upon  that  disposition  of  the  soul  which  springs  up  during 
the  accidental  act,  and  which,  though  the  act  ceases,  does  not 
itself  cease  entirely,  because  the  sensiferous  does  not  cease 
to  be  actuated  in  that  direction — even  when  the  external 
stimulus  no  longer  acts.  This  theory  we  find  confirmed 
by  the  fact  that  sensitive  habits  cease  when  the  human 
body,  and  consequently  the  sensiferous,  are  in  bad  condition, 
just  as  the  sensitive  activity  itself  ceases  entirely,  if  the 
sensiferous  is  disorganised  and  destroyed.  In  this  way, 
then,  are  explained  the  habits  of  the  sensitive  faculties  and 
all  the  development  of  the  sensuous  instinct,  which  belongs 
mainly  to  an  habitual  activity. 

923.  As  regards  the  habits  of  the  rational  faculties, 
they  may  be  explained  in  a  similar  way,  by  means  of 
that  term  which  remains,  as  it  were,  fixed  in  the  soul, 
even  when  the  corporeal  feelings  which  occasion  reason- 
ing have  ceased. 

Indeed,  in  the  order  of  rationality  there  are : 

I.®  A  constant  and  immutable  term,  which  is  indetermi- 
nate being  in  its  ideal  form. 

2.^  Subsequently,  perceptions  which  are  transient  acts. 
But  since,  as  we  said,  these  leave  behind  in  feeling,  certain 
traces,  certain  instincts  that  excite  images  and  other  feelings, 
active  and  passive,  in  these  traces  and  residues  is  contained 
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the  stimulus  to  those  acts  of  the  intelligence  whereby  the 
activity  productive  of  concepts,  &c.,  is  roused.  Language, 
moreover,  belongs  to  the  sensible  order,  in  so  far  as  it  is 
composed  of  sounds  and  other  sensations;  and  these,  in 
like  manner,  leave  their  traces  in  the  inner  sensitivity. 
Thus,  by  means  of  the  habits  of  the  sensitive  faculties 
and  of  instinctive  movements,  we  are  able  to  explain  how 
the  rational  power  is  roused  and  drawn  to  many  of  its 
acts  by  the  sensible,  even  when  no  external  stimulus  acts 
in  the  sensitivity. 

3.®  In  the  third  place,  the  same  thing  happens  in  the 
case  of  the  rational  activity  as  in  that  of  the  sensitive. 
After  once  performing  an  act,  it  retains  the  propensity  to 
repeat  it,  and  it  does  this  because  there  remains  something 
of  the  object  in  the  intelligence.  We  understand  this 
readily  when  we  consider  that  the  object  of  reason  is  the 
sensible  considered  as  a  being.  Since  being  belongs  solely 
to  the  intelligence,  reason  retains  the  (ideal)  concept  of  it 
even  when  the  act  of  perceiving  it  is  past. 

924.  But  here  two  things  remain  to  be  investigated  : 
I.®  Whether  the  ideal  concept  can  remain  without  there 

being  any  sensible  trace  to  which  to  refer  it. 

2.^  Whether  the  perception  of  the  existence  of  the  real 
being  conceived  can  remain. 

As  to  the  first  of  these,  we  hold  that  the  determinate 
concept  of  a  being  cannot  be  thought  actually  unless  it  is 
referred  to  some  vestige  of  its  reality.  Nevertheless,  while 
this  vestige  lasts,  it  is  certain  that  the  intellective  activity 
acquires  habits  with  respect  to  it.  Against  the  first  part 
of  this  position  of  ours  nothing  is  proved  by  the  fact  of 
abstradionSy  which  seem  not  to  be  referred  to  any  vestige 
of  reality,  because,  if  we  consider  carefully,  we  shall  see 
that  they  too  rest  upon,  and  are  referred  to,  some  element 
of  a  trace,  although  not  to  an  entire  trace.  Hence  it 
appears  that  the  mind  can  think  abstractions  only  when  it 
is  aided  by  some  trace  of  their  reality. 

925.  On  the  other  hand,  as  to  the  persuasion  of  subsist- 
ences experienced  in  the  past,  it  requires  some  proof  to  con- 
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vince  us  that  a  being  whose  subsistence  was  experienced 
by  us  in  the  past  subsists  also  in  the  present,  and  every 
proof  involves  some  perception  of  reality.  In  like  manner, 
in  order  to  be  persuaded  that  we  have  perceived  a  sub- 
sistent  thing  in  the  past  (that  is,  in  order  to  have  the 
memory  of  it)  the  aid  of  some  sensible  vestige  seems  indis- 
pensable, inasmuch  as  the  sensible  is  sometimes  the  matter 
of  rational  cognition,  sometimes  the  stimulus  to  its  act,  as 
we  shall  afterwards  explain. 

926.  Hence  it  is  that  the  habits  of  the  single  rational 
powers  would  of  necessity  entirely  cease,  if  all  the  corporeal 
felt  were  removed  from  the  soul,  and  the  soul  did  not  receive 
any  other  having  some  relation  therewith. 

927.  It  does  not  follow,  however,  from  this  that  the 
remote  habits  of  the  rational  principle  cease  entirely,  inas- 
much as  the  soul,  even  when  separate,  preserves,  as  we  have 
said  (701-7 11),  the  principle  of  space,  which  is  the  remote 
principle  of  body,  and  this  principle  may  be  the  subject  of 
remote  habits,  relics  of  the  acts  of  the  living  being. 

ARTICLE  V. 

The  Multiplicity  of  Habits  docs  not  interfere  with  the  Unity 

of  the  Soul, 

928.  Having  thus  discovered  the  nature  of  habits  and 
found  that  they  are  activities  kept  up  by  the  terms  of  the 
soul  which  rouse  its  acts  and  powers,  we  can  see  that 
even  their  multiplicity  does  not  interfere  with  the  unity  of 
the  soul.  The  multiplicity  does  not  depend  upon  the 
soul,  but  upon  its  terms ;  and  its  diverse  activities  reduce 
themselves  to  the  identical  principle  which  may  be  ab- 
stractly conceived  as  a  kind  of  activity,  indeterminate  when 
considered  by  itself,  and  actuated  variously  according  to 
the  variation  of  its  terms. 

929.  This  principle,  moreover,  when  united  to  its  terms^ 
has  an  activity  of  its  own,  because  it  is  a  substance  distinct 
from  them  and,  hence,  it  increases  in  actuality  and  ten- 
sion ;  but  when  entirely  divided  from  its  terms,  it  is  no 
longer  conceivable,  and,  for  that  reason,  not  even  possible* 
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CHAPTER  XVIII. 


IS  THE  SOUL  THE  SUBJECT  OF    ALL  ITS   POWERS  ? 


930.  It  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  the  soul  is  the 
principle  of  all  its  operations  and  all  its  powers ;  but  some 
say  that  the  subject  of  the  powers  requiring  a  bodily 
organ  is  the  compound  of  body  and  soul,  and  not  the 
soul  alone.* 

This  is  true  in  this  sense  that  the  soul  could  not  have 
any  special  sensation,  if  it  were  not  furnished  with  the 
organic  body.  The  special  sensations,  therefore  (and  the 
same  may  be  said  of  every  other  act  requiring  bodily 
organs),  are  not  obtained  by  the  soul  through  an  activity 
of  its  own,  but  through  an  activity  aroused  in  it  from  with- 
out itself. 

93 1 .  But  we  have  shown  that  acts,  powers  and  habits 
are  due  to  the  same  law,  that  is,  that  "  they  are  activities 
roused  in  the  soul  by  entities  different  from  the  soul,  but 
ontologically  united  with  it  as  form  and  term."  Hence  it 
is  that  the  compound  of  soul  and  body  cannot  be  the  sub- 
ject either  of  powers,  acts  or  habits,  because  whatever  there 
is  in  the  compound  that  is  not  soul,  has  the  nature  of  term 
and  not  of  principle,  whereas  the  subject  has  always  the 
nature  of  principle.*    The  soul  alone,  therefore,  is  the  sub- 


•  St.  Thomas,  Sum,  Theol.,  Pt.  I, 
q.  Ixxvii,  a.  5. 

t  This  theory  seems  to  agree  better 
with  another  thesis  of  St.  Thomas, 
"  that  the  powers  of  the  soul  flow  from 
its  essence/'  which  he  proves  by  setting 
out  with  this  principle,  that  '*  the  par- 
ticular accident  is  caused  by  the  subject 
in  so  far  as  it  is  in  act,  and  received 
into  the  same  subject  in  so  far  as  it  is 
in  potentiality."     Now,   St.  Thomas 


declares  that  the  powers  are  special 
accidents  of  the  soul ;  hence  they  arc 
produced  by  the  soul  as  their  subject, 
and  also  received  into  the  soul  as  their 
subject.  Hence  Card.  Gaetano,  in  ex- 
plaining the  meaning  of  St.  Thomas, 
says  that  the  powers  which  are  in  the 
compound  **ab  ipsa  anima  sunt  quia 
compositum  non  est  actu  nisi  RATIONS 
ANiiiiB  "  {Sum,  TheoL^  Pt.  I,  q.  Ixxvii, 
art.  vi). 
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ject,  because  it  is,  in  the  same  way,  the  principle  of  all 
these  activities.  Still,  of  course,  some  require  one  term, 
some  another.  Thus,  the  intellective  power  demands,  for 
its  term,  ideal  being;  the  sensitive  powers,  body  with 
its  changes,  and  the  rational  powers,  the  two  joined 
together. 
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BOOK   II. 

(ANALYTIC.) 

ON  THE  ACTIVITIES  OF  THE  HUMAN    SOUL.—HOW    THE 
POWERS  OF  THE  SOUL  ARE  DISTINGUISHED, 


932.  The  ancients  said  that  "philosophy  is  content 
with  few  judges ;  "*  and  in  order  to  prevent  the  multitude 
from  meddling  with  it,  the  greatest  sages  secretly  entrusted 
to  most  select  ears  of  proved  disciples  the  best  fruits  of  their 
meditations.  We,  on  the  contrary,  love  the  people,  and 
speak  to  the  whole  human  race.  What  we  think  we  may 
say  to  one  man,  we  rejoice  in  communicating  to  all.  Not- 
withstanding this,  it  is  only  the  judgment  of  the  few  that 
satisfies  us  ;  because,  while  all  hearers  and  readers  have  a 
right  to  judge,  provided  they  know,  the  majority  do  not 
know,  and  would  be  consulting  their  own  dignity  and  the 
advancement  of  science,  if  they  were  to  listen  in  silence. 
Indeed,  even  persons  of  ability  who,  distracted  by  the 
business  of  life  and  other  pursuits,  have  not  the  will  or  the 
leisure  to  study  these  questions  thoroughly,  or  who  have  not 
thought  it  necessary  to  devote  assiduous  attention  to  them 
(a  vulgar  enough  prejudice  and  a  common  enough  habit !), 
and  who,  therefore,  have  not  succeeded  in  arriving  at  a  clear 
and  intimate  persuasion  of  the  truth,  would  be  doing  well, 
for  their  own  self-respect  as  well  as  for  philosophy,  if  they 
would  abstain  from  obstructing  and  confusing  it  with  im- 

*  Cic.  Tusc*,  ii,  i. 
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perfect  reasonings.  At  the  same  time,  many  of  the  large 
class  of  people  who  do  this,  might,  instead  of  being  an 
obstruction,  be  of  great  service,  provided  that  among  us  a 
severe  criticism  could  chastise  all  over  confident  and  care- 
less writers,  and  a  new  education,  by  rendering  our  national 
morality  lively  and  vigorous  (as  seems  now  certain  to 
happen),  could  increase  the  dignity  of  writers  and  make 
them  honestly  ashamed  to  write  anything  that  they  have 
not  long  meditated  upon  and  maturely  thought  out.  But 
who  at  present  feels  this  most  noble  shame  ?  Who  shows 
that  he  thinks  conscience  ought  to  preside  over  the  func- 
tion of  the  writer  ?  At  least,  how  many  think  that,  before 
communicating  their  opinions  to  the  public,  it  is  their 
moral  duty  to  impart  to  them  all  the  clearness  and  certi- 
tude which  long  and  diligent  study  alone  can  give  them, 
and  not  to  confuse  the  minds  of  others  with  undigested 
concepts  ? 

933.  For  which  reason,  I  should  not  be  surprised  if  I 
were  to  hear  a  condemnation  pronounced,  with  that  con- 
fidence which,  thanks  to  Heaven  !  not  all  my  countrymen, 
though  indeed  a  goodly  number  of  them,  are  wont  to  dis- 
play, upon  the  questions  discussed  in  the  preceding  book, 
as  useless,  difficult,  and,  therefore,  troublesome ;  just  as  if 
the  truths  which  regard  humanity  and  other  beings  could 
be  rendered  easy  at  our  will  and  pleasure;  or  as  if  it  were 
better  to  be  satisfied  with  that  superficiality  of  science, 
which  is  a  false  and  most  presumptuous  teaching,  than  to 
expend  labour  and  love,  in  order  to  be  disciples  of  Nature, 
ready  to  follow  her  courageously,  as  far  as  is  possible  for 
us,  wherever  she  hides  herself,  even  into  her  darkest 
recesses.  Should  such  be  the  case,  we  shall  leave  these 
effeminates  resting  on  their  luxurious  pillows  and  singing 
to  us  as  if  between  sleeping  and  waking,  **  You  will  have 
few  companions,"  and  shall  resume  the  thread  of  our  dis- 
course, deaf  to  the  interruption,  continuing  in  this  wise  : 

934.  Up  to  this  point,  benevolent  readers,  we  have 
worked  out  the  distinction  between  the  essence  of  the  soul 
and  its  powers  or  activities,  and  we  have  seen  that  the 
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former  is  a  single  principle,  while  the  latter  are  manifold. 
In  this  doctrine  we  were  confirmed  by  the  wonderful  onto- 
logical  law  of  the  communication  of  beings,  according  to 
which  many  different  beings  may  communicate  with  one, 
and  arouse  in  it  diverse  activities  correlated  with  their 
diversity.  And  this  does  not  interfere  with  the  unity  of 
the  principle.  The  principle  always  remains  a  first  and 
single  act,  virtually  embracing  all  the  second  and  mani- 
fold acts,  inasmuch  as  the  order  of  being  is  so  constituted 
that  those  entities  which  are  multiple  when  considered  in 
themselves,  are  one  when  considered  in  their  principle. 

It  now  remains  for  us  to  distinguish  the  activities  of  the 
soul  from  each  other,  deducing  them  frohi  its  essence,  that 
is,  showing  how  they  gradually  flow  from  that  first  act,  one 
and  most  ample,  which  virtually  contains  them. 
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CHAPTER   I. 

THE    DISTINCTION    BETWEEN    POWERS    AND    HABITS 

RESUMED. 

935.  With  this  view  let  us  first  remember  that  the  soul 
cannot  be  really  divided  without  being  destroyed. 

Nevertheless,  as  we  have  seen,  its  constitution  is  such 
that  it  requires  two  entities  in  order  to  exist,  the  one  a 
principle y  and  this  is  itself;  the  other  a  ttnn^  which  is  not 
itself,  but  is  what  arouses  its  activity — the  condition  with- 
out which  itself  is  not. 

Hence,  if  the  principle  is  detached  from  every  one  of  its 
terms,  it  vanishes  into  nothing;  but  when  united  to  its 
term,  it  is  something  distinct  from  it,  and  has  an  activity 
of  its  own,  although  this  activity  is  aroused  by  its  term  as, 
so  to  speak,  cause  of  the  form. 

936.  There  is,  therefore,  a  distinction  between  the 
activity  excited  by  the  term  which  constitutes  the  principle 
in  act,  and  the  activity  of  this  principle  after  it  has  been 
so  constituted. 

937.  The  powers  are  determined  by  their  term  and  vary 
as  these  vary;  the  habits  have  their  source  in  the  activity 
of  the  principle  itself,  after  it  is  constituted. 

938.  Now,  we  have  already  said  that  the  laws  accord- 
ing to  which  the  principle's  own  activity  increases, 
diminishes  and  is  modified  independently  of  the  term, 
cannot  be  deduced  a  priori^  but  must  be  ascertained  by 
attentive  observation. 

Now  observation  bears  witness  that  the  principle  has 
a  virtue  whereby  it  endeavours  to  keep  the  term  united 
to  itself  and  to  maintain  it  in  that  attitude  and  that  dis- 
position which    best   please  itself,  or  even  to  modify  it 
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somewhat  in  order  to  bring  it  into  such  attitude,  or  to 
press  it  to  itself  with  a  closer  bond.  These  are  the  four 
different  ways  in  which  the  principle,  t.e.j  the  essence  of 
the  soul,  displays  its  activity. 

939.  And  from  these  four  modes  spring  the  habits  by 
which  the  powers  act  more  easily^  more  readily^  more 
effectively y  and  more  pleasantly. 

The  soul,  when  it  puts  forth  any  activity,  feels  delight ; 
because  every  activity  in  it  is  essentially  sensible,  and  in 
so  far  as  it  is  activity,  delightful ;  and  the  exercise  of 
activity  is  likewise  activity,  and,  therefore,  also  delightful. 
Now,  when  the  accidental  act  ceases,  there  remains  in  the 
soul  a  residue  of  the  feeling  which  has  been  experienced, 
and  the  soul,  being  inclined  to  retain  the  pleasant  feeling, 
increases  the  activity  which  tends  to  reproduce  it  by  re- 
newing the  accidental  act.  And  this  active  propensity  is 
what  we  call  habit. 

But  how  does  that  residue  of  the  feeling  experienced  in 
the  exercise  of  activity  remain  in  the  soul  ? — By  the  activity 
of  the  soul  itself,  which  keeps  united  to  it,  as  we  said,  and 
presses  to  it  as  closely  as  possible,  that  term  which  has 
roused  the  pleasant  act  in  it.  It  holds  it,  moreover,  in  the 
attitude  best  suited  to  reproduce  the  feeling,  and  also  helps 
it  to  put  itself  into  one  of  the  four  attitudes,  wherein  the 
principle,  ix.^  the  essence  of  the  soul,  is  active. 

940.  So  far  as  the  sensitive  soul  is  concerned,  it  is  no 
obstacle  to  this  that  the  external  stimulus  which  rouses  the 
actual  sensation  ceases.  The  truth  is,  that  it  is  not  the 
external  stimulus  that  directly  arouses  it,  but  the  living 
body,  which  is  the  constant  term  of  the  soul.  Hence,  when 
the  external  stimulus  ceases,  the  actual  sensation  indeed 
ceases,  but  not  the  disposition  of  the  animate  body,  which 
is  kept  by  the  soul  in  the  attitude  and  mobility  necessary 
for  the  prompt  and  lively  repetition  of  the  sensation  as 
soon  as  the  external  stimulus  returns. 

Besides  this,  the  traces  remain  in  the  fancy,  in  which 
the  soul,  with  the  aid  of  the  casual  internal  movements 
that  take  place  in  the  living  body,  where  everything  is 
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movement,  easily  resuscitates  the  images,  which  likewise 
belong  to  the  accidental  acts  of  the  sensitivity,  and  lend 
to  the  rational  soul  a  new  or  varied  term,  as  the  sensations 
do. 

941.  But  the  rational  soul  itself  retains  the  remnants  of 
its  acts,  which  constitute  memory,  even  when  those  acci- 
dental acts  have  ceased.  For  this  reason,  the  sensible  and 
intelligpible  remnants  which  are  left  behind  in  the  soul  after 
the  accidental  acts,  are  an  augmentation  of  its  term,  and 
an  increase  of  its  habitual  activity. 

When,  further,  the  rational  soul  has  advanced  so  far 
as  to  have  an  end  present  to  it,  then  it  becomes  the  arbiter 
of  many  sensitive  and  intellective  acts,  serving  as  means 
to  that  end.  In  this  way  it  can  move  of  itself  approach 
more  closely  to  its  term,  press  that  term  more  closely  to 
itself,  and  apply  to  itself  the  external  stimuli. 
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CHAPTER  II. 

THE  DISTINCTION  BETWEEN  POWERS  AND  THEIR   ACTS 

RESUMED. 

942.  The  term  of  the  soul,  therefore,  may  receive  change 
and  modification  from  two  directions :  from  the  principle 
itself,  which  is  the  essence  of  the  soul,  and  from  a  cause 
different  from  the  soul. 

The  change  of  the  term  may  be  conceived  in  different 
ways : 

The  term  may  be  conceived  as  entirely  separated  from 
its  principle,  and  then  it  is  no  longer  term. 

One  term  may  be  conceived  as  removed  and  another 
specifically  different  substituted,  and  then  the  essence  of 
the  soul  is  changed.  The  soul  is  no  longer  the  same  as 
before. 

The  term  may  be  conceived  as  specifically  enlarged, 
and  then  the  essence  of  the  soul  remains  the  same ;  but  it 
is  likewise  enlarged  (nos.  184-199). 

For  the  present  let  us  put  aside  these  conceivable 
changes,  and  speak  of  those  that  not  only  can  be  con- 
ceived, but  also  take  place  every  day,  as  experience 
shows. 

943.  In  regard  to  these  we  have  to  say : 

I  f"  That  the  term  of  the  soul  is  partly  constant  and  in- 
variable;^ and  places  the  human  soul  in  its  proper  species, 
determines  its  nature. 

The  invariable  part  of  the  term  is  twofold :  [a)  a  felt  ex- 
tended in  which  there  are  continual  changes  of  parts, 
causing  the  feeling  of  excitation,  and  a  determinate 
organism ;  [b)  indeterminate  ideal  being. 

2.°  That  the  term  of  the  soul  is  partly  variable. 
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This  variability  consists :  {d)  with  respect  to  the  body, 
in  changes  of  extension,  of  the  internal  movement  causing* 
excitation,  and  of  the  organization  causing  the  continuance 
of  life;  (i)  with  respect  to  ideal  being,  the  changes  are  all  on 
the  side  of  the  soul,  in  so  far  as  it  sees  in  ideal  being  the 
reals  perceived  in  the  sense,  and  draws  from  it  the  doctrine 
on  reality;  hence  its  natural  object  becomes  enriched  with- 
out undergoing  any  change  in  itself,  because  it  is  the  soul 
that  sees  in  it  what  it  did  not  see  before. 

Now  all  these  changes  give  occasion  to  accidental  acts, 
which,  when  they  cease,  leave  habits  in  the  soul. 

944.  Accidental  acts  arise,  therefore,  from  the  changes 
that  take  place  in  the  terms  of  the  soul,  without  any  specific 
alterations  in  these  terms.  But  these  changes  take  place 
either  in  virtue  of  the  soul's  own  activity,  in  which  case 
they  are  active  actSy  or  in  virtue  of  a  cause  foreign  to  the 
soul,  in  which  case  they  are  passive  acts. 

Habits  spring  from  that  residue  of  activity  which  re- 
mains in  the  soul  after  the  accidental  acts  have  ceased. 

Finally,  powers  arise  from  the  specific  difference  of  the 
terms  taken  conjointly  with  the  activity  of  the  soul  itself. 
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CHAPTER  III. 

ON  THE  ACTIVITY  AND   PASSIVITY  OF  POWERS. 

945.  Granting  that  the  activity  of  the  soul  arises  in 
virtue  of  the  action  of  its  term,  it  follows  that,  in  the  logfical 
order,  we  conceive  in  the  soul,  first,  passivity  and  receptivity^ 
and  afterwards  activity. 

946.  I  say  "  in  the  logical  order,"  because  in  the  chrono- 
logpical  order  activity  is  not  always  subsequent  to  passivity. 
"We  must,  therefore,  distinguish  the  second  and  accidental 
acts  from  the  first  act  which  places  the  soul  itself  in  esse. 

In  the  second  acts  of  the  soul,  as  observation  proves, 
passivity  precedes  activity,  not  only  in  the  logical,  but  also 
in  the  chronologfical,  order.  The  soul  first  feels  and  re- 
ceives, and  afterwards  moves  and  acts.  But  this  cannot 
possibly  be  true  with  respect  to  the  first  act,  which  is  that 
whereby  the  soul  exists,  inasmuch  as,  before  it  exists,  it 
cannot  be  passive.  Hence,  in  the  case  of  this  act,  passivity 
and  activity  must  be  simultaneous. 

But  considering  that  the  relation  which  passivity  and 
activity  hold  to  each  other  in  the  first  act  is  similar  to  that 
of  cause  and  effect,  so  that  the  first  act  arises  in  virtue  of 
the  action  of  the  term,  we  say  that,  in  the  logfical  order, 
passivity  precedes  and  activity  follows,  although,  so  long 
as  there  is  no  activity,  the  being  does  not  exist. 

947.  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the  activity  arises  from  pas- 
sivity, it  remains  to  be  seen  whether  the  passive  powers 
can  be  called  specifically  distinct  from  the  active. 

If  we  adhere  to  what  we  have  already  said,  that  powers 
are  distinguished  according  to  the  specific  distinction  of 
terms,  passivity  and  activity,  properly  speaking,  do  not 
constitute  different  powers,  but  rather  different  faculties  or 
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functions  of  the  same  power.  Indeed,  activity  is  a  con- 
tinuation of  that  movement  which  begfins  in  passivity,  just 
as  the  line  is  a  continuatian  of  the  point.* 

In  fact,  the  term  is  in  the  principle  as  an  agent,  and 
hence  the  principle  appears  as  the  passive  side ;  but  at 
the  same  time  the  principle  has  come  into  act,  an  act  which 
fits  it  for  its  operation,  and  so  has  become  active,  has  be- 
come an  individuated  principle.  Now  when  the  principle 
is  already  placed  in  esse^  it  can  first  be  passive  in  its  own 
way,  and  then  active.  Hence  there  is  no  difiiculty  in  con- 
ceiving that,  in  the  process  of  the  second  acts,  a  kind  of 
passivity  should  precede  the  activity,  not  only  logically, 
but  also  chronologically. 

Seeing,  then,  that  in  passivity  lies,  the  beginning  of  the 
soul's  aciivityy  which  gives  birth  to  the  movement — ^spon- 
taneous or  fi-ee— -of  the  active  principle  constituting  the 
soul,  it  is  plain  that  the  passive  faculty  and  the  active  one 
that  corresponds  to  it,  constitute  a  single  power  having  a 
single  term,  but  distinguished  into  two  faculties  by  the 
diflferent  modes  in  which  it  exercises  itself. 

948.  And  here  we  must  carefully  bear  in  mind  that,  in 
the  intellect,  instead  of  passivity ^  there  is  receptivity.  The 
reason  is,  that  the  term  is  not  produced,  either  wholly  or 
in  part,  by  the  activity  of  the  principle,  this  term  being  by 
its  nature  immutable,  unalterable ;  hence,  between  it  and 
the  soul  there  does  not  exist,  properly  speaking,  the  rela- 
tion of  action  and  passion,  but  that  of  presence  and  intuition. 
Such  is  ideal  being.  The  felt,  on  the  contrary,  receives  its 
nature  as  felt  from  the  sentient  principle  itself,  as  we  have 
shown,  and  it  is,  therefore,  by  this  principle  that  it  is 
posited  and  constituted  as  such,  that  is,  as  felt. 

*  Anthropology,  367-370. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

HOW  THE  TERMS  WHICH  ORIGINATE  THE  POWERS  OF  THE 

SOUL  ARE  DISTINGUISHED. 

949.  The  powers,  therefore,  of  the  human  soul  are  dis- 
tinguished as  its  terms  are  distinguished.  In  saying  this, 
however,  we  must  observe  that  the  terms  first  inform  the 
soul,  that  is,  give  it  its  first  act,  and  then,  by  undergoing 
modifications  without  losing  their  specific  nature,  excite 
and  occasion  the  second  acts.  Now  the  activity  of  the 
soul,  considered  with  reference  to  these  second  acts  is 
called  power. 

950.  Hence  follows  the  circumstance  which  we  have 
already  pointed  out,  that  there  are  in  the  soul  a  sensible 
and  an  intelligible,  which  belong  to  its  nature,  because 
they  bring  its  essence  into  act,  and  there  are  also  a  sensible 
and  an  intelligible  that  belong  to  its  powers,  that  is,  to  the 
powers  of  feeling  and  understanding. 

951.  But  if  the  diversity  of  terms  is  the  foundation  of 
the  diversity  of  powers,  we  shall  not  be  able  rigorously  to 
class  the  powers  without  first  inquiring  how  the  terms 
differ  specifically  from  each  other.  Let  us  therefore  do 
this. 

Terms  are  entities  acting  in  the  soul.  The  question  of 
how  they  differ  from  each  other  is  one  that  relates  to  the 
intrinsic  order  of  being,  which,  as  we  have  said,  cannot  be 
invented  or  discovered  a  prtarty  but  must  be  brought  to 
light,  as  it  is,  through  attentive  observation,  so  that  we 
shall  know  it  just  as  far  as  observation  aids  us,  and  not 
one  hair's  breadth  farther.  Hence,  we  must  remain  con- 
tent with  what  observation  affords  us,  unless  we  wish  to 
manufacture  a  philosophy  out  of  vain  delusions. 
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Now,  all  that  can  be  derived  from  observation  with 
regard  to  the  primitive  order  of  being  comes  to  this,  that 
whatever  entity  we  can  think  is  referable  to  one  or  other 
of  these  three  categories :  (i)  either  it  is  feeling  or  some- 
thing that  comes  within  feeling,  for  example,  the  force 
which  changes  our  feeling ;  (2)  or  it  is  idea  ;  (3)  or  it  is  order 
between  feeling  and  idea.  In  each  of  these  categories  we 
find  the  same  identical  being.  In  so  far  as  it  belongs  to 
the  feeling  we  call  it  real  being;  in  so  far  as  it  belongs  to 
the  idea,  we  call  it  ideal  beings  and,  in  so  far  as  it  belongfs 
to  the  order  between  real  and  ideal  being,  we  call  it  moral 
being. 

Inasmuch,  then,  as  all  possible  entities  are  reducible  to 
three  categories,  the  terms  of  the  soul,  being  entities,  must 
first  of  all  be  reducible  to  these  three  modes  of  being. 
Hence  we  can  easily  see  that  the  trinity  of  the  soul  must 
appear  both  in  its  essence  and  in  its  powers^  and  this  with- 
out prejudice  to  its  unity,  because  in  all  these  three  modes 
there  is  the  one,  identical  being,  not  divided,  but  entire. 

952.  At  the  same  time  it  is  deserving  of  consideration 
that  moral  being,  since  it  results  from  the  union  of  the  two 
others,  seems,  in  the  logical  order,  posterior  to  these.  But 
we  must  distinguish  between  finite  being  and  absolute 
being.  In  this,  moral  being  is  not  posterior,  because  com- 
pleteness and  perfection  are  essential  to  absolute  being. 

On  the  other  hand,  every  finite  intelligent  being  is  con- 
stituted by  being  under  the  form  of  reality  and  being  under 
the  form  of  ideality,  but  it  is  not  necessary  that  being 
under  the  form  of  morality  should  actually  concur  in  its 
constitution. 

953.  At  the  same  time,  wherever  the  two  forms,  reality 
and  ideality,  occur  united,  there  must  always  be  some 
order  between  them,  because  being  in  these  two  modes 
necessarily  tends  to  complete  itself,  and  form  a  perfect 
union  with  itself,  thus  giving  rise  to  the  third  mode,  which 
is  the  moral  form  in  act.  For  this  reason,  if  in  finite  intelli- 
gent beings  we  do  not  necessarily  find  the  moral  order  in 
act,  that  is,  what  we  call  moral  goody  still  they  can  never 
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be  without  the  power  to  attain  this,  and  also  the  tendency y 
and,  finally,  the  necessityy  so  that  the  order  may  be  perfect, 

I  say  that  they  cannot  be  without  the  power,  because 
this  follows  directly  from  the  compresence  of  real  and  ideal 
being,  since  real  and  ideal  being,  as  terms  of  the  soul, 
arouse  in  it  two  powers.  Now,  these  two  powers,  conjoined 
in  the  unity  of  the  soul,  give  occasion,  first,  to  a  third  power, 
which  is  reasofiy  and  then  this  gives  rise  to  the  moral  power. 
Reason  unites  the  ideal  with  the  real,  apperceiving  the 
latter  in  the  light  of  the  former.  In  this  way  it  sees  the 
order  of  being,  to  which  if  the  soul  adheres  with  all  its 
rational  activity,  it  becomes  morally  good,  or  in  the  con- 
trary case,  becomes  bad. 

But  the  soul  at  first  possesses  this  power  only  virtually, 
because  it  has  not  naturally  present  to  it  the  order  of  being, 
but  only  being  in  its  ideal  form,  and,  partly,  in  its  real 
form.  Hence,  in  the  soul  the  moral  power  is  posterior 
and  only  virtual. 

954.  We  must  next  consider  in  what  manner  real  being 
and  ideal  being  concur  in  constituting  the  soul,  because 
the  two  do  not  concur  in  the  same  way.  The  difference 
consists  in  this,  that  real  being  is  both  principle  and  term 
of  the  soul,  and,  in  so  far  as  it  is  principle,  constitutes  the 
essence  of  the  soul,  whereas  ideal  being  is  not  principle, 
but  only  term,  for  which  reason  it  does  not  constitute  the 
essence  of  the  soul,  but  only  concurs  to  produce  it  as  formal 
cause,  or,  if  the  expression  be  preferred,  as  cause  of  the 
form,  in  so  far  as  it  awakes  the  act  of  intelligence  in  the 
soul. 

955.  Now  by  knowing  that  real  being  performs  two 
functions  in  the  soul,  that  of  principle  and  that  of  term,  we 
are  enabled  to  understand  much  better  how  the  act  of 
moral  being  is  generated,  because  moral  being  is  rooted 
in  real  being  in  so  far  as  it  is  principle,  and  not  in  so  far  as 
it  is  term.  The  truth  is  that  morality  has  properly  the 
nature  of  a  principle,  and  not  that  of  a  term,  since  it  con- 
sists in  the  delight  which  an  intelligent  subject  takes  in 
being,  known  in  so  far  as  it  is  being.     In  this  delight  con- 
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sists  the  complete  order  between  the  real  and  the  ideal. 
But  this  order  must  first  be  presented  to  man  by  reason,  as 
the  object  of  his  rational  activity,  that  is,  of  his  will,  and 
thus  it  is  that  it  constitutes  the  term  of  the  moral  power. 

Now  the  moral  order  arises  in  this  way:  The  intelli- 
gent real  being  knows,  in  ideal  being,  being  under  all  its 
forms,  and  proportionately  delights  in  it.  Why  does  he 
delight  in  it  ?  Because  he  knows  it,  or,  which  is  the  same 
thing,  finds  it  in  the  ideal.  It  is,  therefore,  by  means  of 
ideal  being  that  he  delights  in  being  in  so  far  as  it  is  being 
under  all  its  forms.  This  delight  is  the  moral  order  in  the 
soul,  is  what  makes  a  man  good. 

956.  If  we  now  gather  together  all  that  we  have  said  in 
this  chapter,  we  shall  readily  understand  that,  since  there 
are  two  terms  actuated  in  the  soul,  there  must  likewise  be 
two  primitive  powers,  viz.,  sensitivity  and  intelligence,  and 
that,  since  there  is  a  third  term  virtually  contained  in  these 
two,  there  must  be  a  third,  virtual  power,  which  is  that  of 
morality. 

957.  If  we  add  to  this  the  results  we  arrived  at  in  the 
preceding  chapter,  viz.,  that  every  power  begins  with  being 
passive  or  receptive,  and  passes  on  to  being  active,  the  two 
powers,  viz.,  sensitivity  and  intelligence,  will  each  have  two 
faculties,  one  passive,  another  active. 

958.  As  regards  the  moral  power,  on  the  other  hand, 
since  its  term  has  not  an  actual,  but  only  a  virtual  exist- 
ence, that  is,  must  be  produced  by  the  acts  of  the  other  two 
powers,  or  to  speak  more  correctly,  of  the  rational  soul 
itself  which  directs  those  powers,  it  is  plain  that  it  cannot 
have  any  passivity,  but  must  remain  a  purely  active  power. 
The  passivity  which  we  refer  to  it  is  only  that  of  the  powers 
that  produce  it. 
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CHAPTER   V. 

ON     THE    DISTINCTION    BETWEEN    THE    ACTUAL    AND   THE 

VIRTUAL  POWERS  OF  THE  SOUL. 

959.  We  must,  therefore,  distinguish  two  kinds  of  powers 
in  the  soul,  the  actual  and  the  virtual^  meaning  by  actual 
those  whose  term  the  soul  carries  with  it  in  its  own  nature, 
and  by  virtual,  those  whose  term  the  soul,  instead  of  carry- 
ing with  itself,  produces  through  its  own  operation. 

It  is  true  that  even  the  powers  which  we  call  actual,  so 
long  as  they  remain  immersed  in  the  essence  of  the  soul, 
are  not  distinguished,  being  unified  in  the  unity  of  the 
principle  in  which  they  lie,  as  it  were,  quiescent ;  or,  at 
least,  they  cannot  be  distinguished  as  powers,  since  the 
concept  of  these  involves  a  relation  to  diverse  kinds  of  acci- 
dental acts,  which  they  are  ordained  to  produce.  But  when 
the  accidental  acts  arise,  when  that  term  which  is  already  in 
the  soul  undergoes  a  change  without  altering  its  specific 
nature,  then  the  powers  which  are  called  actual  make  their 
appearance. 

960.  Now,  as  the  proper  terms  of  the  human  soul  are 
two,  the  felt  and  the  understoody  so  its  actual  and  primitive 
powers  must  be  two.  Sense  and  Intellect^  each  endowed  with 
an  active  as  well  as  a  passive  faculty — ^the  sense,  with  the 
active  faculty  of  instinct;  the  intellect  with  active  faculty 
of  wilL 

961.  But,  given  in  the  soul  the  felt  and  the  understood 
wherein  the  two  powers  of  sense  and  intellect  terminate, 
there  springs  up  the  term  of  a  new  power,  I  mean  the  con- 
junction of  the  felt  with  the  understood.  Through  this  con- 
junction "the  felt  is  known  in  the  understood,"  that  is,  in 
the  idea,  and  consequently  can  be  willed  and  loved  in  so 
far  as  known.  Hence  there  arises  a  derivative  power,  viz., 
the  reasany  whose  office  it  is  to  apprehend  the  unity  or 
identity  of  being  in  the  felt  and  the  understood,  that  is, 
in  the  reality  and  the  idea,  as  also  in  their  order.    Now 
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this  power,  although  resulting  from  the  other  two,  and, 
therefore,  properly  called  derivative^  exists  in  man's  nature, 
not  only  virtually,  but  actually,  because,  as  we  have  seen, 
there  is  in  the  soul  a  primitive  fundamental  perception  of 
its  own  animality,  in  which  consists  that  union  of  the  intel- 
lective soul  with  the  body,  which  gives  rise  to  the  human 
compound.  And  this  first  and  fundamental  perception  is 
the  first  act,  by  which  the  reasofi  exists  (254-285). 

962.  But  for  us  to  have  in  our  soul  the  real  and  the  ideal 
as  the  terms  of  sense  and  intellect,  and  also  their  logpical 
conjunction  as  the  term  of  the  reason,  is  not  enough  in 
order  that  the  moral  power  may  be  brought  into  act.  It  is 
furthermore  necessary  that  we  should  have  perception  of, 
at  least,  one  intellective  being  upon  whom  may  be  bestowed 
as  much  affection  as  he  deserves,  or  in  other  words,  a  being 
whom  we  may  esteem  and  love  for  his  own  sake,  and  not 
simply  as  a  means  to  our  own  benefit,  which  there  is  nothing 
to  prevent  us  from  doing  with  non-intellective  beings.  Now 
it  is  in  this  just  measure  of  our  esteem  that  morality  begfins. 

963.  The  nature  of  morality,  again,  includes  a  certain 

relation  to  the  whole  of  being,  because  it  is  that  act  which 

completes  and  perfects  it.     Hence  it  can  have  as  its  object 

only  the  intelligent  being,  which  has  the  nature  of  end,  and 

has  this  nature  because  it  attains  to  the  infinite.*     Man, 

therefore,  although  he  feels,  does  not  naturally  perceive  or 

know  any  intelligent  being,  not  even  himself  y  because  his  awn 

animality y  of  which  he  has  a  natural  intellective  perception, 

is  not  himself.     He  lacks,  therefore,  the  term  of  the  moral 

power,  and  must  procure  that  term  by  the  use  of  his  reason. 

On  this  account  we  think  we  were  right  in  calling  the  moral 

power  not  only  resultant  or  derivativey  but  also  virtual:  for 

human  nature  contains  only  the  virtue  to  produce  the  term 

of  this  power,  and  so  to  bring  the  power  itself  into  existence. 

The  same  may  be  said  of  bilateral  liberty  which  follows  from 

the  moral  order,  as  we  have  shown  ;  and  the  same  also  of 

reflectiotiy  which  presupposes  perception  and  is  a  function  of 

the  reason. 

*  Principles  of  Moral  Science^  chap,  iv,  art.  viii-x. 
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964.  Hence  we  may  conclude  that  the  powers,  as  well 
as  the  faculties  and  functions,  spring  one  from  the  other, 
when  they,  by  their  several  accidental  acts,  give  a  pro- 
duct, which  becomes  itself  a  term  of  the  soul's  activity, 
and  a  variable  term,  so  that  the  activity  relating  to  this 
variation  acquires  the  nature  of  power,  faculty  or  function. 

965.  And  here  we  deem  it  useful,  before  we  come  to 
speak  in  detail  of  the  special  powers,  to  place  before  the 
reader  a  table  of  the  powers,  actual  as  well  as  derivative 
and  virtual,  in  order  that  he  may  be  able  to  take  in  the 
whole  body  of  them  at  one  glance,  and  so  follow  us  more 
easily  in  the  journey  on  which  we  are  about  to  enter. 

SYNOPTICAL   TABLE.— No.  I. 


TABLE  OF  THE  POWERS  OF  THE  SOUL,  SHOWING  THE  IN- 
TRINSIC ORDER  OF  THE  PRIMORDIAL  POWERS  IN  THE 
ESSENCE  OF  THE  SOUL. 


Essence  of  the  Human  Soul,  Source  of  the  Primitive  Actual  Ponvers, 


r  N 

SENSE  INTELLECT 

I.**  Passive  Function  (Sensitivity).  i.**  Receptive  Function  (Universal 

Intuition  of  Being). 

2.**  Active  Functiofi  (Instinct).  2.°  Active   Function  (Universal 

Volition  of  Being). 

■  / 


V 

RESULTING   ACTUAL    POWER. 

REASON 
Constituted  by  the  Fundamental  Perception  of  the  Corporeal  Feeling. 


I.*  Function  partly  Receptive^  partly        2.®     Active     Function     (PRACTICAL 
Active  (Theoretic  Reason).  Reason). 

'  I ' 

Whence  spring  the 
Virtual  Powers. 

Reflection.  Moral  Power. 

I.**  Moral  Spontaneity. 
2.^  Bilateral  Liberty. 
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CHAPTER  VI. 

ON  7 HE  PRIMITIVE  POWER  OF  SENSE. 

ARTICLE  I. 
On  the  Power  of  Sense  in  General, — Psychical  Sensitivity. 

966.  One  of  the  terms  of  the  human  soul,  as  we  have 
said,  is  the  felt  extended.  With  this  term  is  correlated  the 
corporeal  sensitivity. 

We  must  not,  however,  believe  that  all  the  sensitivity 
of  human  nature  ends  here.  Corporeal  sensitivity  is  but  a 
special  sensitivity. 

967.  Let  us  recall  to  mind  that  the  soul  has  the  nature 
of  pruuiplCy  which  we  cannot  conceive  without  conceiving 
along  with  it  its  correlative  term,  so  that  a  principle  with- 
out a  term  would  be  an  absurdity,  therefore  nothing. 

But  if  we  conceive  the  principle  as  united  to  its  term, 
we  have  at  once  the  concept  of  a  thing  which  has  its  own 
existence,  essentially  distinct  from  the  term  to  which  it  is 
united,  and  is,  therefore,  furnished  with  an  activity  o^ 
its  own. 

The  nature  of  this  activity  consists  in  feelings  for  which 
reason  we  have  defined  the  human  soul  as  a  substantial 
feeling  [^i). 

Now,  a  feeling  cannot  be  conceived  without  those  two 
poles,  so  to  speak,  which  we  have  called  the  sentient  and 
the  felt.  If,  therefore,  the  human  soul  is,  on  the  one  side, 
essentially  feeling,  and,  on  the  other,  has  the  nature  of 
principle  and  not  of  term,  we  must  say  that  the  soul  is 
essentially  felt  as  a  principle,  and  not  as  having  the  nature 
of  a  term.    But  since  the  felt,  as  such,  has  the  nature  of  a 
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term,  it  follows  that,  in  the  felt  principle,  principle  and 
term  are  identified,  which  means  that  the  same  soul  which 
feels  is  that  which  is  felt  in  its  term,  so  that  the  principle, 
in  its  felt  term,  also  becomes  felt,  which  is  the  same  as 
saying  that  it  becomes  individuated. 

968.  We  must,  therefore,  distinguish  two  kinds  of  feel- 
ing, one  relating  to  the  principle  of  the  feeling,  the  other 
relating  to  its  term.  The  principle  and  the  term  are  sensible 
in  different  ways.  What  is  felt  is  properly  the  term  ;  but  in 
the  term  there  is  the  principle,  so  that  the  latter  comes  to 
be  felt  solely  because  it  adheres  to,  and  lies  in,  the  term, 
whose  essence  consists  in  being  felt.  Hence,  the  soul,  that 
is,  the  principle,  has  not  a  sensibility  of  its  own,  but  only  a 
sensibility  borrowed  from  its  term.  At  the  same  time,  its 
term,  in  so  far  as  it  is  its  own  term,  and  not  a  foreign  one, 
is  produced  by  it,  for  the  simple  reason  that  it  is  its  term. 
But  if  we  consider  the  soul  at  the  moment  when  it  has  not 
yet  produced  its  term,  it  is  a  thing  altogether  insensible 
and  not  a  soul.  And  although  that  moment  can  and  must 
be  conceived  by  the  mind,  because,  in  fact,  it  belongs  to 
the  order  of  being ;  yet  it  would  be  a  mistake  to  suppose 
that  this  moment  is  an  instant  of  time  different  from  that 
in  which  the  soul  receives  its  nature  and  individuality  by 
having  produced  its  term.  The  truth  is,  the  soul  receives 
its  nature  in  an  instant  so  brief  that  the  soul  which  pro- 
duces and  the  soul  which  has  produced  the  term  are  not 
divided  by  a  single  tick  of  time.  In  the  same  instant  in 
which  the  term  is  produced,  the  soul  is  the  producer,  so 
that  in  the  product  the  soul  is  felt  as  the  producer. 
The  beginning,  therefore,  and  the  completion  of  the  pro- 
ductive act  fall  in  the  same  instant,  without  interval 
of  any  kind.  Nevertheless,  these  are  two  ontological 
moments  distinguishable  by  the  mind,  which  in  beings 
sees  an  intrinsic  action,  and,  in  this  action  an  order,  and 
in  this  order  a  before  and  an  after,  altogether  different 
from  the  before  and  after  of  time — in  a  word,  not  a  chrono- 
logical, but  an  ontological  before  and  after. 

969.  Returning  now  to  the  question  in  hand,  when  the 
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soul  is  once  formed,  it  feels  the  principle  and  the  term ;  but 
the  manner  in  which  the  sentient  principle  is  sensible 
differs  very  widely  from  the  manner  in  which  the  felt  term 
is  sensible.     For, 

i.°  The  sentient  principle  is  not  sensible  in  itself  as 
simply  producing,  but  only  through  the  felt  and  in  the  felt 
produced  by  it,  whereas  the  felt  is  felt  and,  therefore,  sen- 
sible by  its  own  essence. 

2.°  The  sentient  is  sensible  equally  in  every  felt,  whence 
it  may  be  called  a  universal  sense y  whereas  there  is  great 
variety  in  the  felt  terms  which  mutually  exclude  each 
other,  whence  their  sensibility  may  be  called  a  special 
sense. 

3.°  The  sentient,  as  such,  is  always  identical,  however 
much  the  felt  may  vary,  because,  having  the  nature  of  prin- 
ciple, it  is,  like  the  vertex  of  an  angle,  one  and  simple, 
although  the  two  lines  which  form  it  be  more  or  less 
divergent  and  more  or  less  long.  Nevertheless,  the  sen- 
tient feels  itself  along  with  its  connections  with  its  various 
felt  terms,  and  in  this  way  the  soul  feels  its  own  powers, 
functions,  faculties,  acts,  &c. 

970.  To  this  kind  of  feeling  by  which  the  soul  feels 
itself  and  all  that  it  does,  we  give  the  name  of  pyschical 
sensitivity, 

ARTICLE   II. 
Special    Senstiivities, 

971.  It  now  remains  for  us  to  say  something  of  the 
special  sensitivities. 

In  the  human  soul  we  can  conceive  four  such  sensi- 
tivities, at  least  as  possible,  which  we  shall  call  the  cor- 
porealj  the  pncutfutticy  the  ideological  and  the  theoretic. 

The  corporeal  and  the  ideological  sensitivities  do  not 
admit  of  any  doubt;  but  the  pneumatological  and  the 
theoretical  are  not  equally  evident  to  all. 

972.  The  nature  of  a  special  sensitivity  requires  that  the 
felt  be  a  different  entity  from  that  of  the  sentient.   Hence,  in 
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every  special  sensitivity  there  is  an  otherness;  in  other 
words,  the  soul  feels  a  something  different  from  itself.  This 
otherness  is  a  characteristic  common  to  all  possible  special 
sensitivities. 

973.  But  it  manifests  itself  in  two  modes,  as  passivity 
and  as  mere  receptivity. 

Passivity  occurs  in  the  corporeal  and  pneumatic  sensi- 
tivities ;  receptivity  in  the  ideological  and  theoretic. 

974.  We  must  carefully  distinguish  between  passivity 
and  receptivity^  which  are  the  two  modes  in  which  the  soul 
feels  and  perceives  otherness,  that  is,  an  entity  different 
from  its  own.  The  two  characteristics  which  distinguish 
them  are  these : 

i.°  In  receptivity  the  thing  received  does  not  undergo 
any  modification  from  the  soul  which  receives  it,  because  it 
is  immutable  ;  just  as  a  gold  coin  when  put  in  a  purse  does 
not  change  its  nature,  or  cease  to  be  what  it  was  before  it 
was  put  there.  In  this  manner  it  is  that  ideal  being  is  in 
the  human  soul.*  On  the  contrary,  in  passivity  the  entity 
which  acts  in  the  soul  takes  something  from  the  nature  and 
the  activity  of  that  which  is  acted  upon,  in  other  words,  of 
the  soul  itself,  which  contributes  to  give  to  this  entity  its 
being.  Thus  the  felt  extended  receives  extension  from  the 
soul;  t  and  the  foreign  force  which  changes  it,  though 
opposed  to  the  tendency  of  the  soul,  produces  its  effect 
with  the  aid  of  the  soul,  which  is  roused  to  terminate  its 
act  spontaneously  in  another  extension. 

2.°  In  receptivity  the  soul  is  not,  properly  speaking, 
modified:  it  only  acquires  something  which  it  had  not 
before.  Thus  the  purse  in  which  the  gold  coin  is  put 
does  not  change  its  nature,  but  it  is  worth  more  when 
full  than  when  empty.  And,  if  we  take  a  pole  and  attach 
to  it  a  piece  of  iron  in  the  form  of  a  dart,  the  primitive  pole 
is  neither  changed  nor  modified  ;  but  there  has  been  pro- 
duced a  new  instrument  which  receives  a  new  name  and 
has  a  new  virtue.     And,  in  like  manner,  when  we  add  ideal 

•  Restoration,   &c.,  Bk.  Ill,   chap.  f  Anthropology,  Bk.  II,  sec.  i,  chap, 

xxxix-xlvii.  vii ;  nos.  92-134. 

VOL.  II.  I 
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being  to  a  sentient  principle,  the  principle  is  not,  properly 
speaking,  modified ;  but  it  has  acquired  something  which 
it  had  not  before,  and  from  being  a  sensitive  soul,  has 
become  a  rational  one.  On  the  contrary, /fl^j/'z///>',  properly 
speaking,  does  modify  the  soul,  as  in  the  case  of  the  cor- 
poreal sense.  At  the  same  time,  if  the  felt  is  brought  into 
act  by  the  soul  itself,  the  soul  does  more  than  receive :  it 
acts,  and  its  action  is  reducible  to  the  general  concept  of 
modification.  Afterwards,  when  the  felt  is  changed,  the 
soul  must  again  cooperate  in  that  change,  and,  for  a  little 
may  resist ;  but  resistance  and  subsequent  yielding  to  an 
act  is  already  a  modification  of  the  acting  subject. 

To  ideal  being  the  soul  cannot  offer  resistance  of  any 
kind.  Neither  can  it  cooperate  in  forming  it.  It  is  obliged, 
therefore,  simply  to  receive  it,  for  the  reason  that,  with 
respect  to  ideal  being,  the  soul  does  not  exist  before  this 
being  comes  into  it.  It  cannot,  therefore,  resist  it,  because 
it  cannot  act  before  it  is.  Hence  in  this  occurrence  nothing 
having  the  nature  of  a  modification  takes  place  in  the  soul. 
There  is  merely  a  new  acquisition  on  the  part  of  the  soul, 
and  a  creation  on  the  part  of  that  virtue  which  ideal  being 
places  in  it. 

To  passtofiy  therefore,  corresponds  doing;  to  reception^ 
givwg.  The  Schoolmen  sometimes  confounded  these  two 
modes,  a  fact  which  introduced  into  their  doctrines  a 
certain  vein  of  sensism^  in  that  they  were  misled  into 
speaking  of  the  intellect  as  if  it  were  altogether  a  passive 
power,  whereas  it  is  a  receptive  one,  and,  in  this  way,  they 
made  it  too  similar  to  sense. 

ARTICLE  III. 
Corporeal  Sensitivity, 

I. 

Diverse  Modes  of   Corporeal  Sensitivity, 

975.  Corporeal  sensitivity  has  for  its  term  the  extended, 
with  its  passions  and  modifications,  that  is  with  the  internal 
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itwvcmcnts  of  the  felt  extended,  and  the  organization  or  a 
given  arrangement  of  parts,  and,  hence,  the  harmony  of  the 
sensible  movements. 

The  felt  extended  implies  the  continuous  and  a  single 
continuous,*  because,  if  there  were  two,  the  two  felt  terms 
would  no  longer  have  any  relation  or  communication  with 
each  other.  And  since  the  sentient  is  wherever  the  felt  is, 
and  nowhere  else,  there  would  in  this  case  be  two  sentients 
as  well  as  two  continuay  without  relation  or  communication 
with  each  other. 

But,  if  the  parts  of  the  continuous  move  according  to  a 
certain  law,  without  ceasing  to  be  continuous,  there  arises 
the  excitation  of  the  sentient  and  a  lively  sensation  cor- 
responding to  the  movement  of  the  felt  parts.  These 
movements  and  corresponding  sensions  may  be  many  at 
the  same  time  and  in  different  places.  The  reason  is  that 
they  are  conjoined  by  the  one  felt  continuous,  in  which 
they  have  their  origin,  and  hence  by  the  singleness  and 
simplicity  of  the  sentient  principle. 

The  actual  and  reflected  attention  of  men  is  much  more 
readily  directed  to  the  excited  sensations  corresponding  to 
internal  local  movements,  than  to  the  universal  and  uni- 
form feeling  of  the  whole  continuous ;  hence  we  seem  to 
feel  simultaneously  in  various  places,  whereas  the  truth 
is  that  we  feel  a  single  continuous  extended  in  a  non- 
uniform way,  in  some  parts  with  more  vividness  and 
variety  than  in  others,  by  reason,  as  we  have  said,  of  the 
minute  movements  that  take  place  in  it. 

976.  The  felt  extended  is  limited^  but,  by  itself,  it  has 
no  figurCy  for  the  reason  that  for  the  perception  of  figure 
it  is  necessary  to  distinguish  the  lines  and  surfaces  which 
surround  and  form  it,  and  these  are  not  distinguished  in 
the  fundamental  feeling,  and  cannot  be  distinguished  with- 
out the  perception  of  something  lying  beyond  its  limits.t 
Now  the  fundamental  feeling  does  not  go  beyond  the 
limits  of  its  extended,  and,  therefore,  it  does  not  distinguish 

*  New  Essay,  vol.  ii,  nos.  823,  824.        vii,  art.  iv,  chap,  viii,  art.  i-iv,  nos.  134- 
t  Anthropology^  Bk.  II,  sec.  i,  chap.      180. 
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the  limits  of  the  extended,  beyond  which  feeling  ceases. 
In  order  to  understand  the  difference  between  limits 
marked  by  a  line  or  surface  perceivcdy  from  the  limits 
determined  by  the  cessation  of  feeling,  we  may  adduce  an 
example  borrowed  from  vision.  If  I  look  at  the  square 
table  at  which  I  am  writing,  I  distinguish  the  lines  by 
which  it  is  bounded,  and  I  do  so  because  my  eye  embraces 
at  the  same  time  what  is  beyond  these  lines,  a  part  of  the 
room.  But  if,  keeping  my  eyes  open,  I  wish  to  see  the 
limits  of  my  vision,  that  is,  of  the  visual  range,  I  can 
neither  see  nor  fix  them,  much  less  compare  the  visual 
space  with  any  greater  one,  because  beyond  the  visual 
range  my  vision  does  not  extend,  but  ceases.  For  this 
reason  I  am  entirely  unable  to  say  whether  the  range  to 
which  my  vision  extends  is  round  rather  than  square  or  any 
other  shape,  if  I  mean  to  derive  this  shape  from  vision 
alone,  and  not  from  ratiocination. 

977.  The  manner  in  which  the  special  sensions  arise 
from  the  excitation  of  the  fundamental  feeling  has  been 
already  treated  of  (nos.  315-317,  420-428). 

But  it  must  be  confessed  that  philosophy  has  not  yet 
succeeded  in  discovering  the  grounds  of  all  the  very 
singular  varieties  of  sensions,  or  even  in  enumerating  or 
classifying  them  completely. 

We  have  distinguished  them  into  figurate  and  non- 
Jiguratc.  The  former  we  have  called  likewise  superficial, 
because  they  form  the  surface,  or  part  of  the  surface,  of 
our  bodies  and  of  bodies  external  to  ours.  Among  such 
are  the  sensions  of  touch,  vision,  &c.  The  7ion-Jigurak 
have  been  almost  entirely  neglected  by  psychologists,  but 
have  been  treated  with  more  attention  by  physiologists. 

978.  We  must  observe  that  the  figurate  felt  is  not  felt 
as  in  us,  that  is,  when  we  feel  it  we  do  not  refer  it  to  our- 
selves. It  is  felt  in  itself  as  a  surface,  which  is  certainly 
not  in  us  as  a  small  surface  might  be  in  a  large  one.  In- 
deed by  itself  it  has  no  place,  or,  if  the  expression  be  pre- 
ferred, it  is  its  own  place.  Thus  the  visual  space  is  not  in 
another  space  larger  than  itself,  because  it  is  all  the  space 
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that  is  seen,  neither  more  nor  less.  The  place,  therefore, 
in  which  the  sensations  are  is  formed  when  we  consider  a 
part  of  the  superficial  sensation  in  relation  to  the  entire 
surface  felt,  or  when,  by  means  of  the  imagination,  we 
place  several  surfaces  together,  thus  forming  a  single  sur- 
face, which,  if  not  felt,  is  at  least  imagined  or  understood, 
in  that  way  in  which  we  have  said  that  the  concept  of 
unlimited  space  is  formed,  by  means  of  motion.*  But  of 
the  locality  of  sensions  we  have  spoken  in  the  Anthro^ 
pology  (nos.  205-229). 

979.  At  present  we  will  merely  observe  that  by  means 
of  this  property  which  figiirate  and  superficial  sensations 
have  of  not  being  in  any  other  space  than  themselves,  we 
are  able  to  understand  how  the  internal  sense  of  the  fancy 
is  able  to  reproduce  them.  The  fact  is,  these  sensations  have 
not,  by  themselves,  any  local  relation  to  our  body,  in  other 
words,  they  do  not  appear  to  us  as  located,  either  at  the  sur- 
face or  in  the  interior  of  our  bodies,  but,  as  we  have  said, 
in  themselves.  Hence  there  is  no  reason  why  to  the  move- 
ments, for  example,  of  that  part  of  our  brain  which  is  the 
organ  of  fancy,  there  should  not  correspond  the  appearance 
of  a  church  and  a  belfry ;  since  the  felt  is  not  the  brain  as 
we  know  it  anatomically,  but  is  what  appears  to  us,  and 
certainly  it  does  not  appear  in  the  brain,  which  is  not  seen, 
and,  indeed,  has  no  other  locality  than  that  which  appears 
in  the  image  itself  or  in  vision. 

980.  How  then,  it  may  be  asked,  do  we  perceive  the 
surface  of  our  own  bodies  ?  How  do  we  know  that  the 
surface  of  the  human  body  which  appears  to  us  is  the  sur- 
face of  our  own  body  and  not  of  that  belonging  to  another 
person  ?  To  be  sure,  the  mere  superficial  sensation  does 
not  tell  us  this,  but  we  know  it  from  superficial  sension 
taken  in  connection  with  other  sensions.  For  example,  if  I 
am  touched  by  a  foreign  body  I  have  a  single  sension, 
but,  if  I  touch  myself  I  have  two  sensions  which  I  refer  to 
the  same  place ;  and  so  I  conclude  that  I  am  not  only  the 
touched  but  also  the  toucher.     Again,  if  I  see  a  body,  and  if, 

*  New  Essay f  vol.  ii,  nos.  821,  822. 
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when  this  body  is  touched  by  another  body  at  a  point  seen 
by  me  I  experience  a  tactile  sensation,  I  conclude  that  the 
body  which  I  see  is  mine.  But  more  has  been  said  of  this 
in  the  Anthropology  [t'btd.). 

981.  Now  the  ground  of  the  diverse  forms  of  sensions 
has  not,  as  we  said,  yet  been  investigated.  Still  the  g'eneral 
principle  from  which  to  deduce  it  may  be  gathered  from  our 
whole  theory  of  corporeal  feelings  and  enunciated  thus  : 

"  Inasmuch  as  the  internal  movement  which  takes  place 
in  the  felt  continuous  is,  if  not  the  cause  of  sensions,  at 
least  the  extra-subjective  phenomenon  correlative  to  them, 
there  must  correspond  to  the  variety  in  the  sensions  an 
equal  variety  in  such  movement ;  and  this  variety,  if  it  is 
not  the  ground  of  the  variety  in  the  sensions,  may,  at 
least,  represent  it." 

In  order  to  apply  such  a  principle,  we  must  enumerate 
all  the  varieties  that  can  be  conceived  in  the  internal  move- 
ment of  the  felt  continuous  and  of  the  various  organs,  and 
then,  with  the  aid  of  experience,  try  to  find  out  the  variety 
of  sension  corresponding  to  each  of  these  varieties.  This 
task  belongs  to  the  future  of  philosophy :  we,  who  are 
very  far  from  being  able  to  undertake  it,  shall  content 
ourselves  with  subjoining  a  mere  sketch,  which  may  per- 
haps lead  the  way  to  the  great  study  to  be  devoted  to  the 
application  of  the  principle. 

982.  i.°  In  the  first  place,  the  internal  motion  differs 
with  different  organizations. 

Indeed,  difference  of  organization  not  only  occasions 
diversities  in  the  internal  movement,  but,  even  prior  to 
that,  it  gives  occasion  to  a  diversity  in  the  fundamental 
feeling,  and  that  in  various  ways.  For  example,  in  those 
parts  of  the  body  in  which  the  texture  is  finest  and  most 
compact,  there  must  needs  be  accumulated  more  funda- 
mental feeling  than  in  other  spaces  of  equal  size,  in  which 
the  texture  is  coarser,  more  porous  and  less  compact. 

983.  2.°  The  total  bulk  even  of  the  sensible  animal  body 
determines  the  extent  of  the  fundamental  feeling.  The 
two  vary  in  the  same  ratio. 
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984.  The  internal  motion  which  produces  the  acquired 
sensions  varies  according  as  in  the  various  parts  of  the 
animal  body  the  fundamental  internal  movement  pro- 
duced by  the  vital  and  sensual  instincts  varies.  It  is  even 
true  that  the  very  operation  of  these  instincts  receives  its 
law  from  the  organization. 

985.  At  all  events,  we  may  say  that  the  internal  motion 
which  corresponds  to  the  acquired  sensions  finds  the  ground 
of  all  its  variations  in  three  causes,  i .°  In  the  various  or- 
ganization of  the  body  and  its  single  parts;  2.°  In  the 
various  activity  of  the  animal  instinct ;  3.°  In  the  variety 
of  the  stimuli  that  excite  the  motions  in  question. 

986.  But  is  the  internal  movement  of  which  we  are 
speaking  a  merely  extra-subjective  phenomenon  ?  Or  is  it 
also  a  subjective  phenomenon  ?  In  order  clearly  to  answer 
this  question,  let  us  describe  the  facts. 

The  sensions  of  colours  and  sounds  follow,  respectively, 
a  vibration  of  the  optic  and  acoustic  nerves.  This  vibra- 
tion or  oscillation  is  the  internal  movement  of  which  we 
speak :  the  colours  and  sounds  are  the  sensions.  Now  it 
appears  that  in  the  sensions  we  do  not,  in  the  smallest 
degree,  perceive  the  oscillation  or  vibration  of  the  sensor 
nerves.  Hence  the  internal  movement  of  which  we  are 
speaking  is  outside  of  sension :  it  is  not  felt ;  therefore,  it 
is  extra-subjective. 

But  how  do  we  know  that  the  vibration  takes  place  in 
the  optic  and  acoustic  nerves  ?  We  know  it  by  inference. 
At  the  same  time  there  is  nothing  absurd  in  imagining 
that  this  vibration  might  be  a  matter  of  external  obser- 
vation ;  and,  certainly,  when  we  imagine  a  vibration  and 
an  oscillation,  we  mean  something  that  we  know  by  ex- 
ternal observation,  because,  if  we  had  never  seen  or  felt 
any  vibration,  we  could  never  imagine  that  the  nerves  of 
the  sight  or  the  hearing  vibrated.  This  vibration,  therefore, 
is  one  of  that  class  of  phenomena  which  fall  under  the 
sight  and  the  other  external  senses.  Let  us  now  apply  our 
eyes  to  watching  the  oscillatory  movements  of  a  spiral 
spring.    We  have  here  another  visual  sension,  in  which 
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the  felt  is  the  spring  with  its  movement.  But  exactly 
similar  to  this  movement  is  the  internal  movement  of  the 
optic  nerve  to  which  the  first  sensation  of  colour  corre- 
sponded. Now  this  internal  movement  which  we  have 
seen  to  be  extra-subjective  with  respect  to  the  first 
sension,  has,  with  respect  to  this  second  one,  become 
subjective,  because  it  forms  the  felt  term  thereof.  Every 
internal  movement,  therefore,  to  which  a  sension  corre- 
sponds, is  something  extra-subjective  relatively  to  that 
sension ;  but  it  may  become  a  stimulus  to  a  second 
sension  which  takes  it  as  its  term.  And  here  we  must 
reflect  that  with  respect  to  the  second  sension  we  may 
make  use  of  the  same  reasoning  as  with  respect  to  the 
first ;  because,  if  the  second  sension  had,  as  its  term,  the 
internal  movement  of  the  first,  it  had  not  for  its  term  its 
own  internal  movement,  which  may,  however,  become  the 
term  of  a  third  sension.  Thus  the  eye  which  sees  the  rapid 
movement  of  the  spiral  spring  as  it  lengthens  and  shortens, 
or  even  supposing  it  could  see  the  vibrations  of  some  other 
person's  optic  nerve,  would  not  for  that  reason  see  the 
vibration  excited  in  the  optic  nerve  of  its  own  eye,  to  which 
its  own  sension  corresponds.  We  may  go  on  indefinitely 
with  the  series  of  sension s,  and  in  general  this  proposition 
will  always  remain  true,  that  the  internal  movement  of 
each  sension  is  not  the  felt  of  that  sension,  but  may  become 
the  felt  of  a  subsequent  one  ;  for  which  reason  it  is  extra- 
subjective  with  respect  to  the  former,  and  subjective  with 
respect  to  the  latter. 

987.  Here  we  must  carefiiUy  consider  how  movement  can 
belong  to  the  felt.  The  movement  in  the  felt  is  not  a  single 
and  simple  sension,  it  is  a  succession  of  sensions  excited 
in  the  same  felt  extended.  Since,  then,  with  a  single  organ, 
let  us  say  the  eye,  we  perceive  a  movement,  for  example, 
the  "falling  of  a  meteor,"  we  must  suppose  that  our 
organ  is  formed  of  a  complex  of  parts,  each  of  which  can 
fi-eely  move  independently  of  the  others,  so  that  it  is,  so  to 
speak,  a  complex  of  distinct  organs.  As  such,  indeed,  we 
have  described  the  construction  of  the  optic  nerve,  not  as  a 
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single  nerve  but  as  a  bundle  of  filaments,  like  small  tubes, 
each  of  which  can  vibrate  backwards  and  forwards  with 
a  different  velocity,  and  thus  give  rise  to  a  different  colour 
and  different  successive  colours,  according  to  the  successive 
vibrations  of  the  various  filaments.*  In  this  way,  differ- 
ence of  organization  renders  different  the  manner  of  feeling, 
since,  if  the  eye  were  not  so  constituted  that  the  minute 
threads  composing  the  cords  were  able  to  move  each  sepa- 
rately with  a  motion  of  its  own,  but  all  were  obliged  to 
move  together  with  one  measure  and  in  the  same  time, 
there  would  be  neither  varieties  of  colour,  nor  any  sensa- 
tion of  movement. 

988.  The  various  colours  and  sounds  correspond  to  the 
differences  of  number  in  the  vibrations  and  oscillations  of 
the  nerves  which  preside  over  them.  Now  it  is  clear  that 
the  greater  readiness  and  rapidity  with  which  some  parts 
of  our  body  move  as  compared  with  others,  depends,  i .% 
on  the  special  organization,  which  contributes  to  render 
them  more  ready  and  rapid  in  motion,  and,  2.°,  on  the 
greater  activity  of  the  animal  instinct  which  manifests  itself 
in  them.  Hence,  again,  the  difference  of  organization  and 
the  consequent  different  action  of  the  instinct  represent  the 
reason  of  the  difference  between  the  various  senses. 

989.  But  what  relation  has  the  number  of  vibrations 
to  the  sensation  of  sound,  what  resemblance  r  None ;  and, 
therefore,  we  said  that  the  former  is  an  extra-subjective 
phenomenon  with  respect  to  the  latter,  which  is  subjective 
and  of  an  entirely  different  character.  Still,  if  it  be  admitted 
that  feeling  is  bound  up  with  the  atoms  of  matter,  it  is  no 
longer  difficult  to  conceive  that  the  internal  movement,  which 
does  not  destroy  continuity,  should  not  displace  the  felt, 
because  this  is  by  nature  continuous  and,  therefore,  with- 
out sensible  parts,  but  should  alter  it,  producing  in  it  that 
excitation  which  we  have  elsewhere  described  and  which 
depends  upon  the  primitive  laws  of  the  vital  instinct,  whose 
ultimate  ground  is  lost  in  the  mystery  of  creation. 

990.  The  size,  therefore,  of  the  sensible  body,  its  form,. 

*  Anthropology^  Bk.  II,  nos.  130-133. 
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the  form  of  the  single  organs,  the  diversity  of  the  tissues, 
the  diversity  of  the  molecules  wrapped  up  in  each  other 
and  hence  of  orders  more  and  more  intimate,  their  different 
minuteness,  their  different  shapes,  their  different  modes  of 
contact,  their  special  mobility,  the  variety  of  the  directions 
in  which  they  move,  the  various  communications  of  their 
motions,  their  more  or  less  propagable  motions,  the  celerity 
or  frequency  of  their  movements,  and  other  such  differences 
which  occur  in  animal  bodies  and  in  their  parts,  are  the 
circumstances  which  require  to  be  studied  in  relation  to  the 
various  kinds  of  sension,  and  to  the  modes  and  degrees 
occurring  in  each  kind.  They  are,  in  fact,  the  circum- 
stances which  represent  the  reason  of  all  these  varieties 
and  modifications. 

99 1 .  The  second  special  sensitivity  distinguished  by  us 
was  that  which  we  called  pneufnatic  sensitivity. 

We  mean  by  this  the  faculty  of  feeling  the  spirits  of 
others,  or  receiving  from  them  a  feeling  which  represents 
them. 

992.  This  faculty  has  been  so  little  studied  that  it  will 
seem  something  almost  new ;  still,  observation  renders  its 
existence  probable  to  me. 

We  must,  however,  observe  that,  man  being  a  mixed 
being,  his  sensitivity  can  never  have  as  a  direct  term  a 
pure  spirit ;  but  I  believe  that  one  soul  feels  another  soul 
or  spirit  through  the  medium  of  the  body  and  in  the  body. 

In  fact,  it  is  certain  that  an  animate  body  produces 
sensions  of  a  character  altogether  different  from  those  pro- 
duced by  an  inanimate  body.  I  remember  to  have  read  in 
some  one  of  the  works  of  Count  de  Maistre  an  eloquent 
and  very  fine  piece  on  that  mysterious  and  recondite  some- 
thing that  there  is  in  a  kiss  and  in  the  feelings  which  it 
produces.  It  appears  that  in  such  communications  there 
is  something  living  and  spiritual  that  cannot  be  attributed 
solely  to  matter.  In  love  and  friendship  it  seems  as  if,  in 
the  affection  as  also  in  the  union  of  two  bodies,  the  two 
50uls  felt  each  other  and  communicated  with  each  other. 

993.  It  seems  to  me  also  that  this  spiritual  communica- 
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tion  ought  not  to  be  restricted  to  beings  of  the  same  nature : 
angels  also  might  in  some  way  render  themselves  sensible 
to  men  by  acting  in  their  bodies  in  a  manner  suited  to  them. 
The  question  abounds  in  matter  for  thought,  and  would 
deserve  careful  study. 

II. 
On  the  Phrenology  and  Philosophic  Works  of  Gall  and  Spurzheim, 

994.  Leaving  the  above  question  to  be  considered  by  the 
philosophers  who  shall  come  after  us,  we  will  here  pause  a 
moment  to  consider  what  merit  belongs  to  the  works  of 
Gall  and  Spurzheim,  regarded  in  the  light  of  what  we 
have  been  saying. 

The  principle  with  which  the  theory  of  these  physiolo- 
gists sets  out  is,  that  "  the  brain  is  not  a  single  organ  in 
which  all  the  operations  of  the  understanding  have  their 
origin,  but  a  complex  of  nervous  systems  or  distinct 
organs,  to  each  of  which  belongs  the  production  of  a 
special  faculty." 

995.  In  this  principle,  and  in  the  theory  which  these 
authors  derive  from  it,  we  must  distinguish  a  true  part, 
which  forms  a  solid  basis  of  phrenology,  and  a  false  part, 
which  has  been  associated  with  it  from  ignorance  of  the 
most  important  and  evident  psychological  truths.  The 
observations  to  which  the  said  authors  appeal  bear  witness 
to  the  true  part.  The  false  part  which  they  add  to  it,  so  far 
from  being  the  result  of  accurate  observations  of  the  form 
of  the  brain  and  of  its  parts,  is  only  the  product  of  imagina- 
tion and  caprice,  which  continually  introduce  themselves 
in  the  works  of  such  students  of  nature. 

996.  The  sum  of  the  true  part  is  this : 

The  soul  is  a  single  principle,  but  it  has  several  terms. 
One  of  these  is  the  extended,  which  arouses  in  the  soul  the 
corporeal  sensitivity  generally.  Now  it  is  a  fact  that  in 
this  extended  term  we  can  distinguish  various  organs, 
which  furnish  the  reason  why  the  bodily  sensitivity, 
variously  modified,  divides  up  into  different  modes  of 
feeling,  which  are  then  considered  as  so  many  faculties. 
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Hence,  there  is  no  reason  why  the  brain,  which  was  for- 
merly considered  as  a  single  organ,  should  not  be  recog- 
nised to  be  an  aggregate  of  different  organs,  each  presiding 
over  one  branch  of  corporeal  sensitivity,  provided  always 
that  we  do  not  believe  each  organ  to  be  independent  of  the 
rest,  or  to  be  a  continuous  extended  separate  from  the 
others,  the  fact  being,  as  we  have  seen,  that  the  term  of  a 
soul  is  unquestionably  a  single  continuous,  whose  parts 
are  variously  organized  and  move  with  so  much  harmony 
that  all  cooperate  in  the  special  movement  of  each. 

997 .  This,  and  this  alone,  can  be  the  basis  of  Phrenology. 
Hence  we  can  readily  see  the  errors  which  Gall,  Spurzheim, 
and  other  phrenologists  have  mingled  with  it.  These  are 
chiefly  the  following : 

First  Error,  They  confound  the  order  of  sensitivity  with 
the  order  of  intelligence. 

The  functions  of  the  different  organs  composing  the 
brain  may  be  regarded  as  so  many  faculties  of  the  sensi- 
tivity, but  certainly  not  of  the  intelligence.  What  produced 
the  confusion  was,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  sensitivity  sup- 
plies to  the  intelligence  its  matter,  for  every  branch  of  sen- 
sitivity the  intelligence  displays  itself  in  a  different  mode, 
because  it  receives  different  matter. 

Second  Error.  They,  or  to  speak  more  truly,  some  of 
them,  did  not  observe,  that  even  with  regard  to  the  order 
of  sensitivity,  this  power  is  not  a  production  of  the  organ 
alone,  which  is  nothing  more  than  the  term  of  the  sentient 
principle  denominated  the  soul ;  and  that  the  power  of  feel- 
ing springs  from  the  union  of  principle  and  term,  of  soul  and 
organ,  and  not  from  this  latter  solely.  Indeed  this  power 
belongs  to  the  principle  and  not  to  the  term,  to  the  soul  and 
not  to  the  organ,  inasmuch  as  the  principle  is  the  subject  of 
all  the  acts  of  the  power,  and,  therefore,  of  the  power  itself. 

Third  Error,  To  this  second  confusion  between  the 
organ  and  the  sentient  principle,  coupled  with  the  other 
confusion  between  the  order  of  sensitivity  and  the  order  of 
intelligence,  was  due  the  false  notion  which  some  phreno- 
logists formed  of  the  human  understanding. 
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They  maintained  that,  as  the  brain  is  an  aggregate  of 
organs,  so  the  human  understanding  is  a  complex  of  very 
many  widely  different  acts.  If  they  had  carefully  con- 
sidered that  he  who  understands,  although  he  perform 
many  and  different  acts,  is  always  the  same  subject,  they 
would  have  recognised  the  unity  and  simplicity  of  the  in- 
telligence as  a  faculty  of  a  single  and  perfectly  simple 
subject.  The  understanding  does,  indeed,  perform  many 
acts  widely  differing  from  each  other;  but  it  is  not  the 
aggregate  of  its  own  acts;  it  is  the  author,  cause,  and 
sole  principle  of  them,  anterior  logically  to  them  all,  and, 
to  most  of  them,  even  chronologically. 

Fourth  Error,  Hence  we  may  recognise  how  vain  is 
the  boast  which  these  physiologists  make  that  they  have 
anatomised  intelligence,  thinking  that  by  applying  the 
knife  to  the  mass  of  the  brain,  they  have  really  planted  it 
in  the  intelligence  itself !  It  is  clear,  moreover,  that  such 
physiologists,  who  confound  things  that  are  wide  as  the 
poles  asunder,  cannot  be  well  suited  to  make  a  correct 
classification  of  the  faculties  of  the  human  spirit.  Hence 
when  Spurzheim,  for  example,  divides  the  faculties  of  the 
soul  and  the  spirit  into  affective  and  intellective^  he  does  not 
observe  that  there  are  affective  faculties  which  are  also 
intellective,  since  the  intelligent  subject  has  affections  that 
come  from  the  intelligence.  When,  again,  after  having 
divided  the  affective  faculties  into  inclinations  and  feelingSy 
he  reduces  the  inclinations  to  the  precise  number  of  nine, 
which,  in  terms  that  would  frighten  the  dogs,  he  calls  habi- 
tativity^  affection  ivityy  combative7iesSy  destructivenesSy  constrtcc- 
tivcnesSy  comestivity  and  secretivityy  meaning  the  inclination 
to  inhabit,  to  love,  to  fight,  to  destroy,  to  construct,  to  feed, 
and  to  secrete  humours,  he  forgets  all  the  intellective  and 
moral  inclinations.  Moreover,  he  does  not  enumerate  the 
primitive  inclinations  of  the  soul,  but  only  certain  effects 
that  are  produced  in  the  animal  by  the  joint  action  of 
many  primitive  inclinations  and  faculties.  For  example, 
the  inclination  to  have  and  construct  a  habitation  is  not  a 
primitive  faculty,  but  is  the  result  of  various  needs  which 
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the  animal  feels,  and  to  satisfy  which  it  moves  instinc- 
tively ;  and  the  same  is  true  of  every  other  of  these  in- 
clinations. Coming  to  the  feelings  of  the  soul,  Spurzheim 
declares  that  they  are  exactly  twelve  in  number,  four  of 
which  are  common  to  man  with  the  beasts,  viz :  self-hue^ 
approbation^  circumspection  and  benevolence.  But  he  does  not 
observe  that  in  these  four  feelings  there  is  intelligence  and 
that,  therefore,  they  belong  to  man  alone,  whereas  the 
corresponding  aflFections  of  the  lower  animals  that  simu- 
late these  are  in  fact  quite  another  thing.  Now  it  is  the 
business  of  the  sagacious  philosopher  to  bring  clearly 
to  light  the  profound  and  essential  difference  that  exists 
between  these  two  sets  of  feelings,  and  not  let  himself 
be  deluded  by  their  apparent  phenomenal  resemblance. 
The  eight  feelings  peculiar  to  man,  according  to  the  same 
author,  are  veneration y  hopCy  supcrnaturalit)\  justice  (from  all 
of  which  he  derives  the  notion  of  religion  and  morality),  per- 
severance ^  wit  or  humour,  ideality  and  imitation.  But,  apart 
from  the  fact  that  these  feelings  are  not  the  only  ones 
peculiar  to  man,  they  are  very  far  from  being  primitive 
feelings.  They  are,  for  the  most  part,  results — ^products 
and  effects — of  several  primitive  faculties  combined.  Thus 
the  humorous  and  witty  man  owes  his  wit  to  a  certain  tem- 
perament and  to  a  certain  measure  of  various  faculties. 
We  may  add  that  some  of  the  feelings  in  question  are 
manifestly  common  to  man  with  the  lower  animals  :  such, 
for  example,  is  the  instinct  of  imitationy*  which  manifests 
itself  in  the  ape  more  than  in  any  other  creature. 

We  find  the  same  imperfection  in  the  classification  of 
the  intellective  faculties,  which  Spurzheim  divides  into 
three  orders,  i.°  ^e  functions  of  the  external  senses  ;  2.^  the 
perceptive  faculties ;  3.°  the  reflective  faculties.  Now  the  first 
two  do  not  belong  to  the  intelligence,  but  to  the  corporeal 
sensitivity,  which  is  something  quite  different.  He  divides 
the  perceptive  faculties  into  two  groups,  in  the  first  of 
which  he  places  those  which  relate  to  the  perception  of  indi- 

*  That  the  instinct  of  imitation  belongs  to  animality  we  have  shown  in  the 
Anthropology^  nos.  487-490. 
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viduals^  in  the  second,  those  which  regard  the  perception  of 
tJu  relations  of  objectSy  and  their  phenomena.  He  places, 
therefore,  in  the  first  group  the  faculties  of  individtuilityy 
configurationy  extension^  weight  and  colour.  But  these  things, 
separated  from  one  another,  belong  to  abstraction,  and 
not  to  perception,  which  always  refers  to  the  object  &s 
furnished  with  all  its  perceptible  properties,  according  to 
the  nature  of  the  different  perceptions.  In  the  second 
group  he  places  the  faculties  of  placcy  number y  order y  pheno- 
nienay  timCy  nielody  and  artificial  languagCy  which,  so  far  from 
belonging  to  mere  perception,  are,  like  the  others,  so  many 
functions  of  abstraction  and  reasoning,  effects  of  several 
primitive  as  well  as  secondary  faculties  which  cooperate  in 
their  production.  For  example,  the  faculty  of  language,  far 
from  being  a  primitive  faculty,  is  an  extraordinarily  complex 
effect  of  nearly  all  the  human  faculties,  not  only  of  those  of 
the  external  senses  and  of  animal  instinct,  but  also  of  those 
of  judgment,  reasoning,  &c.  The  third  order  of  the  intel- 
lective faculties,  that  of  reflection,  is  divided  by  Spurzheim 
simply  into  the  faculties  of  comparison  and  causality.  Any 
philosopher,  who  has  meditated  ever  so  little  on  the 
human  spirit,  will  easily  recognise  the  insufficiency  of 
such  a  classification.  Besides,  there  does  not  exist  any 
primitive  faculty  of  causality,  but  only  an  ontological  law 
which  the  intellect,  when  searching  for  the  cause  of  all  con- 
tingent things,  obeys. 

998.  We  must,  therefore,  conclude, 

I .°  That  the  brain  is  an  aggregate  of  various  organs, 
but  an  aggregate  harmonically  united  into  a  single  con- 
tinuum; 

2.°  That  each  of  these  has  special  functions,  but  only  in 
the  order  of  sensitivity ; 

3.°  That  in  man  there  corresponds  to  the  different  func- 
tions of  corporeal  sensitivity  and  to  their  different  deve- 
lopments, a  different  development  of  intelligence,  which 
receives  from  the  sensitivity  the  matter  of  its  operations ; 
but  that  nothing  of  all  this  takes  place  in  the  lower  animals, 
which  have  not  been  gifted  with  any  intelligence,  but  only 
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with  a  sensitivity  which  by  its  instinctive  effects  simulates 
intelligence; 

4.°  That  the  various  functions  of  the  corporeal  sensi- 
tivity corresponding  to  the  different  organs  of  the  brain 
are  primitive  and  immediate  functions,  ^.^.,  those  of  sight, 
hearing,  taste,  &c. ;  and  that  these  are  succeeded  by  corre- 
sponding active  faculties,  as,  for  example,  the  function  of 
hearing  by  that  of  vocal  sounds  (not  by  that  of  language, 
which  belongs  to  intelligence).  The  careful  enumeration 
of  these  primitive  and  immediate  functions  of  the  corporeal 
sensitivity  in  their  relation  to  the  organs  of  the  brain,  is 
precisely  the  task  of  the  phrenologist.  This  task  has 
hardly  yet  been  begun.  The  propositions  which  thus  far 
have  been  demonstrated  by  accurate  observation  are  very 
few  indeed.  To  point  to  one  which  seems  to  be  reduced 
to  great  probability,  I  will  cite  that  laid  down  by  Gall— 
**  TTie  cerebellum  is  the  organ  of  physical  love."  Physical 
love,  in  fact,  is  a  primitive  function  of  corporeal  sensitivity. 

5.°  Nor  is  this  all :  when  we  say  that  an  organ  presides 
over  a  function  or  branch  of  corporeal  sensitivity,  we  must 
be  on  our  guard  not  to  believe  that  it  alone  is  sufficient  to 
produce  the  corresponding  sensions.  Indeed,  if  it  be  sepa- 
rated from  the  other  organs,  the  effect  no  longer  takes 
place.  The  phrenologist,  therefore,  by  multiplying  obser- 
vations and  most  careful  experiments,  must  further  clearly 
show  the  connexion  each  organ  must  have  with  the  others 
in  order  that  it  may  produce  its  effect,  and,  more  generally, 
he  must  show,  not  so  much  what  is  the  organ  of  a  given 
function  of  sensitivity,  as  "what  is  the  apparatus  of  organs 
that  is  ordained  to  produce  it."  Moreover,  after  he  has 
shown  what  is  the  special  organ  of  each  function,  and  what 
is  the  apparatus  of  organs  cooperating  to  produce  the  eflFect, 
he  must  finally  inquire,  "  what  is  the  connection  of  each 
apparatus  with  the  whole  nervous  system  and  with  the  entire 
structure  of  the  animal."  Here  is,  indeed,  a  wide  field  for 
study,  a  field  cultivated,  it  is  true,  by  modem  physiologists, 
but  yet  a  field  in  which  they  may  still  gather  new  and 
abundant  fruits  of  solid  knowledge. 
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ARTICLE   IV. 
Ideological  Sensitivity, 

999.  The  third  kind  of  sensitivity  is  the  ideological.  We 
are  conscious  that  we  intuite  ideas.  Now  we  could  not  be 
conscious  of  this  intuition  if  we  did  not  feel  that  we  are  the 
intuiting  subjects.  We  have,  therefore,  a  feeling  of  our- 
selves as  intuiting.  It  may  seem  that  this  mode  of  feeling 
blends  with  the  psychical  sensitivity ;  and,  in  fact,  it  may 
be  regarded  as  a  branch  of  this.  In  both  sensitivities 
the  soul  feels  as  principle ;  but  while  in  that  which 
we  have  called  psychical  it  feels  in  the  extended  termy  in 
the  ideological  it  feels  in  the  idea.  The  two  terms 
of  the  soul  are  the  extended  and  the  idea,  and  the  principle 
feels  in  the  term.  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the  terms  are 
two,  the  identical  principle  has  a  twofold  feeling.  Here 
we  must  observe,  that  the  feeling  which  the  soul  has  in  so 
far  as  it  terminates  in  the  idea  is  an  objectivated  feeling, 
so  that  the  soul,  though  a  subject,  feels  itself  objectively, 
losing  as  it  were  its  own  individuality  in  pure  intuition. 
Herein  lies  the  mysterious  point  of  conjunction  between 
the  subjective  and  the  objective,  between  sense  and  intel- 
lect, of  which  we  hope  to  treat  more  at  length  in  the 
Theosophy. 

Nevertheless,  the  idea  itself  is  not  the  proper  term  of 
the  ideological  sensitivity,  since  it  is  only  the  term  of 
intuition.  The  difference  between  the  proper  term  of  feel- 
ing, and  that  of  intuition,  is  a  capital  one.  The  proper 
term  of  feeling  must  be  something  belonging  to  the  sentient ; 
the  term  of  intuition  is  something  intuited  as  different  from 
the  sentient,  something  that  is  purely  in  itself.  Now  the 
soul  that  sees  the  idea  feels  itself  in  ideal  being,  and  this  is 
the  special  ideological  sensitivity  of  which  we  are  speak- 
ing. The  soul,  by  feeling  itself  in  possession  of  the  idea, 
feels  itself  intelligent,  ennobled,  and  takes  an  intellectual 
and  rational  instinct,  which  is  the  active  part  of  the  ideo- 
logical sensitivity. 

VOL.  II.  K 
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ARTICLE  V. 
Theoretic  Sensitivity. 

looo.  Finally,  we  have  given  the  name  of  theoretic  to 
that  sensitivity  which  God  produces  in  the  soul  when  He 
makes  Himself  an  object  of  its  perception. 

looi.  God  does  not  communicate  Himself  to  any  power 
but  that  of  intellect,  this  power  being  defined  generally 
as  "the  power  of  the  vision  of  being."  This  alone  has 
an  infinite  capacity,  because  being  is  infinite.*  We  have 
seen  that  being  is  one,  but  exists  in  three  forms.  Hence 
if  the  power  of  intellect  is  viewed  in  relation  to  being,  it 
too  is  one ;  but  if  viewed  in  relation  to  the  forms,  it  likewise 
wears  three  forms":  it  appears  as  three  powers. 

Under  its  ideal  form,  intuited  being  is  the  light  of  the 
soul,  and  to  this  alone  is  related  the  intellect  natural  to 
man,  which  we  often  call  intellect  simply. 

Under  its  real  form,  contingent  being  is  limited :  it  is 
not  infinite  ideal  being  realized.  Now,  when  separated 
from  ideal  being,  which  is  light,  it  remains  dark,  and  is 
no  longer  the  object  of  any  intellective  power.  But  when 
united  to  the  light,  to  ideal  being,  the  real  also  is  cognizable, 
and  becomes  the  object  of  the  special  power  called  reason. 
And  it  is  exactly  because  the  contingent  real  is  not  cog- 
nizable in  itself,  but  requires  to  have  ideal  being  applied 
to  it  by  the  act  of  an  intelligent  subject,  that  the  appre- 
hension of  real  being  is  attributed,  not  precisely  to  the 
intellect,  but  to  the  reason. 

1 002.  On  the  other  hand,  if  infinite  ideal  being  mani- 
fests itself  as  realized,  then  the  intellect  apprehends  the 
same  infinite  being  also  as  real,  indivisible  by  its  nature 

*  Quod  vero  dicitur  quod  in  creatura  divisihile   in   infinitum  :    et  similiter 

potest  esse  potentia  passive  infinita^  non  intellectus  possibiOs  se  habet  ad  infini- 

habet  calumniam.     Ut  enimjam  supra  tas  species  intelligibiles,  nee  propter  hoc 

dictum  esty  potentia  importat  respectum  sequitur  quod  aJiquid  craitum  sit  in- 

ad    possibiie,     una   potentia    passiva  finitum  simpliciter^  sed  infinitum  in 

creatures    dicitur    infinita    secundum  potentia  tantum  (St.  Thomas,  Opusc. 

quod  ad  infinita  se  habet  sicut  potentia  viii,  c^.  81).    Here  the  word  passive  is 

materia  prima  se  habet  ad  infinitas  used  in  the  sense  of  receptive,  accord- 

formas  et  figuras^  et   continuum   est  ing  to  the  custom  of  the  Schoolmen. 
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from  the  ideal.  There  is  then  the  perception  of  Grod,  which 
cannot  be  attained  by  nature  (as  some  Platonists,  both 
ancient  and  modem,  have  dreamt  and  asserted).  Now  the 
intellect  considered  with  respect  to  the  perception  of  Grod's 
own  reality,  is  an  intellectual-supernatural  sense. 

1003.  It  may  be  asked :  How,  with  respect  to  Grod,  can 
tljp  two  conditions  of  sense  be  fulfilled,  namely,  that  the 
agent  shall  change  and  that  the  soul  also  shall  be  modified  ? 

I  reply :  God  is  not  mutable :  in  Himself  He  is  in  no 
way  aflFected  by  the  soul  to  whom  He  communicates  Him- 
self. Nevertheless  we  must  bear  in  mind  that  the  soul  does 
not  comprehend  God  totally :  hence  Grod,  in  Himself  illimit- 
able and  incomprehensible,  is  one  thing,  and  that  measure 
or  qualitative  degree  in  which  His  reality  is  communicated 
to  the  soul,  is  another.  This  qualitative  degree  is  determined 
by  the  soul  itself  and  formed  by  its  limitation,  which,  again, 
comes  from  the  limited  measure  in  which  God  communi- 
cates Himself.  Hence  we  may  say  that  Grod,  in  so  far  as 
He  is  limitedly  perceived  by  the  soul,  is  limited  by  the  soul 
which  receives  Him.  Whatever  measure  or  limit  there 
happens  to  be,  it  does  not  belong  to  God  Himself,  but  to 
the  relation  of  connection  between  Him  and  the  soul,  the 
relation  whereby  He  makes  Himself  the  proximate  and 
immediate  object  of  perception. 

1004.  As  to  the  modification  which  the  soul  undergoes 
when  the  Divine  Reality  is  communicated  to  it,  this  arises 
from  the  action  of  that  Reality  in  the  soul,  an  action  from 
which  other  marvellous  effects  follow.  The  reason  is,  that 
the  object  of  the  intellect  is  the  natixral  aim  of  the  rational 
affection  belonging  to  human  nature  and  of  the  primitive 
volition  which  tends  to  universal  good.  Hence,  when  the 
affection  and  the  will  find  so  great  an  object,  they  must, 
as  a  matter  of  course,  be  strengthened,  elevated,  endowed 
with  a  new  nature,  and  the  soul  must  receive  a  new  power 
as  different  from  all  others  as  God  is  different  from  all  other 
objects,  that  is,  infinitely.  This  is  what  theologians  call 
the  light  of  grace  and  the  light  of  glory.  The  truth  is,  that, 
since  every  specifically  different  term  arouses  a  new  power, 

K  2 
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it  follows  that  a  transcendently  new  power  must  be  aroused 
by  that  object  which  diflFers  from  all  others  not  only  in 
species,  genus  and  category,  but  even  in  being.  The 
human  intellect,  therefore,  in  perceiving  the  substance  of 
God,  retains  indeed  its  old  root,  but  receives  a  new  activity 
diflFering  more  from  that  which  it  had  previously  than  any 
one  natural  power  differs  from  any  other. 

1005.  And  here  it  is  not  so  difl5.cult  to  explain  how  tne 
soul  may  receive  in  itself  the  action  of  the  divine  essence, 
as  it  is  to  explain  how  the  divine  essence  can  act  in  the 
soul.  But  it  will  sufl5.ce  for  us  to  say  generally  that  Grod 
acts  in  His  creatures  in  that  manner  in  which  creatiu"es 
are  in  Him ;  for  it  is  written :  "  In  Him  we  live  and  move 
and  have  our  being."  Hence  in  order  to  act  in  His 
creatures  He  has  no  need  to  go  outside  Himself  with  His 
action.  There  is  no  reason  why  that  action  which  in  God 
is  the  divine  essence,  could  not,  outside  of  Gx)d,  produce  a 
limited  eflFect.  Inasmuch  as  contingent  natures  have  an 
existence  relative  to  themselves,  God  does  not,  either  in 
creating  them  or  acting  in  them,  take  away  their  sub- 
jectivity and  individuality ;  on  the  contrary.  He  forms 
them.  Now  that  act  which  does  not  destroy  subjects  and 
individuals,  but  which,  after  creating  them,  gives  them 
what  it  wills,  need  not  be  limited  in  itself  as  it  is  limited  in 
the  term  correlated  with  it. 

This,  however,  is  a  question  belonging  to  Theology,  and 
if  God  will,  we  shall  have  occasion  to  deal  with  it  in  the 
Theosophy, 

Now  that  we  have  spoken  of  the  sense  of  the  soul  as  a 
passive  power,  we  must  speak  of  it  as  an  active  one,  that 
is,  as  distinct ;  but  it  will  be  better  in  order  to  avoid  repe- 
tition to  leave  this  treatment  for  the  book  in  which  we 
mean  to  expound  the  laws  governing  the  activity  of  the 
soul. 

Rather  we  will  recapitulate  the  ramifications  of  sense, 
presenting  them  to  the  reader  in  the  following  table : 
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CHAPTER  VII. 

ON  THE  PRIMITIVE  POWER  OF  INTELLECT. 

1006.  The  intellect  in  general  is  the  power  of  the  vision 
of  being  as  being,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  of  the  vision 
of  the  essence  of  being. 

To  no  created  intellect  is  it  natural  to  apprehend  the 
essence  of  being  under  its  real  form.  All  apprehend  it 
under  its  ideal  form.  Being  in  its  threefold  form  is  known 
naturally  only  to  itself. 

Of  the  human  intellect,  in  so  far  as  it  is  informed  by 
ideal  being,  enough  has  been  said  in  the  Ideology. 

In  so  far  as  the  intellect  receives  being  in  its  real  form, 
it  has  become  a  supernatural  power,  of  which  the  Super- 
natural Anthropology  treats. 

1007.  If,  however,  we  bear  in  mind  that  in  the  intellect 
to  which  being  is  communicated  also  under  its  real  form 
there  must  be  that  perfect  harmony  and  that  mutual  agree- 
ment between  the  ideal  and  the  real  which  constitute  moral 
being,  which  stands  to  the  two  others  in  the  relation  of 
complement,  perfection,  good ;  then  there  arises  a  third 
aspect  in  which  the  human,  as  well  as  every  other  intellect 
may  be  viewed ;  of  which  the  complete  treatment  belongs 
to  Agathology. 

1008.  Here  we  will  touch  upon  an  important  question. 
We  have   somewhere  said    that  there  would    be  no 

absurdity  in  conceiving  a  subject  purely  intellective,  />., 
without  any  affective  or  volitive  power.  This  is  true  if  we 
consider  the  matter  from  the  side  of  the  subject.  But  if  we 
look  at  it  from  the  side  of  the  object,  we  shall  have  to  come 
to  the  opposite  conclusion.  Indeed,  being  has  this  essential 
characteristic,  that  it  is  good,  and  hence  it  cannot  be  known 
except  as  good.    Now  the  knowledge  of  it  as  good  implies 
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an  aflFection,  an  inclination  toward  it.  Just,  then,  as  being, 
in  its  character  of  lighty  creates  the  intellect,  as  formal 
cause  of  the  human  soul  (or,  perhaps  more  correctly,  as 
cause  of  the  formal  cause,  cause  of  the  illumination  of  the 
soul),  so  the  same  being,  in  its  essential  character  of  good^ 
creates  the  primitive  will,  as  the  final  cause  which  actuates 
the  first  aflFection,  the  first  volition,  directed  to  universal 
being. 

And  as  the  intellect  is  the  receptive  power,  so  the  will 
is  the  active  power  which  corresponds  to  it. 

1009.  Now,  since  the  intellect  has,  as  its  essential 
object,  ideal  being,  which  is  in  itself  immutable,  it  is  not 
susceptible  of  any  development,  and  has  the  nature  of  an 
immanent  act  rather  than  of  a  power.  It  may,  however,  be 
perfected,  increased,  elevated  by  the  supernatural  order,  in 
the  way  which  we  have  mentioned,  that  is,  when  essential 
being  in  its  reality  is  revealed  to  it. 

10 10.  It  is  true  that  ideal  being  is  also  intuited  as 
variously  determined  and  limited ;  for  which  reason  the 
Schoolmen  attributed  to  the  intellect  the  intuition  of  these 
ideas,  and  so  gave  it  a  development.  And  so  long  as  no 
confusion  is  allowed  to  enter  into  the  matter,  there  is  no 
reason  why  the  word  intellect  should  not  be  used  generally 
to  signify  "  the  power  of  intuiting  ideas."  If,  however,  we 
consider  that  the  determination  and  limitation  of  ideal 
being  cannot  be  attained  without  the  perception  of  con- 
tingent realities  and  the  vestiges  of  that  perception  which 
remain  in  the  soul,  we  shall  see  that  it  is  more  accurate  to 
attribute  to  the  reason  even  the  intuition  of  determinate 
ideas,  inasmuch  as  this  intuition  is  not  simple,  but  includes 
the  application  of  ideal  being  to  realities,  which  is  the  work 
of  the  reason. 

1 01 1.  In  the  same  way  it  may  be  said  that  the  primitive 
and  universal  will  has  not  the  nature  of  a  power,  but  of  an 
immanent  act,  which  is  the  principle  and  basis  of  power. 
Hence  it  seems  to  us  preferable  to  call  it,  instead  of  primi- 
tive will,  primitive  volition.  For  these  reasons  we  do  not 
subjoin  here  the  s)moptical  table  of  the  power  of  intellect. 
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CHAPTER  VIII. 

ON  THE  RESULTANT  POWER  OF  REASON. 

1012.  The  power  called  Reason  arises  in  the  soul,  the 
common  principle  of  sense  and  intellect,  as  a  consequence 
of  the  felt  and  the  understood.  The  one  common  principle 
unites  them  by  a  perceptive  unions  t\e.y  that  whereby  it 
apprehends  the  real  in  the  ideal,  as  in  its  essence. 

Hence  it  follows  that  the  power  of  reason,  rather  than 
subjective,  is  the  subject  itself  in  action,  so,  however,  that 
the  idea  prescribes  the  law  to  it. 

10 1 3.  It  follows,  moreover,  that,  in  the  logical  order, 
reason  is  a  power  posterior  to  those  of  sense  and  intellect, 
but  not  in  the  chronological  order,  because  as  soon  as  man 
is  reason  is ;  which  is  proved  thus : 

Man  is  a  single  subject,  composed  of  an  intellective 
soul  and  an  animal  body.  But  the  union  of  the  intellective 
soul  with  the  animal  body  takes  place  by  means  of  a  first 
and  immanent  perception  (254-266).  Now,  the  first  and 
immanent  perception  is  the  Jirsi  act  of  the  reason,  the  act 
whereby  the  reason  exists.  Hence  the  existence  of  man 
and  the  existence  of  reason  are  contemporaneous.  But  if 
reason  exists  as  soon  as  man  exists,  and  if,  before  man 
exists,  there  exists  neither  the  corporeal  sense  nor  intellect, 
it  follows  that  these  primitive  faculties  are  not  chrono- 
logically anterior  in  man  to  the  existence  of  reason, 
although  reason  results  from  them  in  the  same  way  as  a 
consequence  flows  from  its  principle. 

It  is  true  that  sense  or,  to  speak  more  correctly,  the 
animal,  may  exist  before  man,  but  it  is  exactly  on  that 
account  that  we  speak  of  sense  and  intelligence  in  so  far 
only  as  they  are  proper  to  man. 
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1014.  How  priority  in  the  logical  order  is  possible  with- 
out necessarily  involving  a  priority  of  time,  is  a  question 
that  deserves  the  study  of  the  philosopher.  '  We  have  many 
examples  of  the  fact.  To  adduce  one  of  those  most  worthy 
of  attention,  we  will  name  that  of  the  syllogism,  in  which 
the  union  of  the  first  two  terms,  ix.y  the  consequence,  is 
not,  in  the  human  mind,  posterior  to  these  as  to  time, 
although  it  results  from  them.  Indeed,  so  long  as  the 
mind  does  not  see  the  relation  of  the  said  two  terms,  there 
is  no  syllogism ;  the  first  term  cannot  be  called  first,  nor 
the  second,  second ;  there  is  neither  major  or  minor  pre- 
mise ;  but,  as  soon  as  it  has  discovered  the  relation,  it  has 
also  found  that  one  notion  is  a  first  term  and  another  a 
second,  and  thus  it  has  found  the  major  and  the  minor. 
To  descend  to  a  particular  case,  the  same  thing"  is  true  in 
the  perception  of  bodies,  which,  though  it  appears  to  take 
place  by  a  kind  of  reasoning,  is,  nevertheless,  immediate,* 
because  it  forms  its  own  object.t 

1015.  From  this  important  truth,  that  "in  one  and  the 
same  being  there  are  elements  standing  to  each  other  in  a 
relation  of  priority  and  posteriority,  without  any  priority 
or  posteriority  in  time,"  we  derive  this  most  beautifiil  onto- 
logical  principle,  that  "  in  the  bosom  of  being  there  is  a 
continuous,  immanent  action."  By  means  of  this  principle 
we  may  reform  and  correct  the  vulgar  concept  of  being.  I 
say  the  vulgar  concepty  for  the  generality  of  men,  taking  their 
notion  of  being  from  matter,  are  wont  to  conceive  it  as 
something  motionless  and  dead,  not  being  able  to  imagine 
any  other  action  than  that  of  local  movement  and  tran- 
sient act. 

1016.  Now,  we  are  not  speaking  here  of  an  action 
which  passes  away,  which  takes  place  by  parts,  although 
one  part  is  past  and  another  is  to  come.  There  is  in  the 
bosom  of  the  being  an  action  which  goes  on  continually, 
and  whereby  the  being  itself  is  made  both  to  be  and  to 
endure.  Hence,  if  the  action  were  not  complete  the  being 
would  not  be,  and  if  it  were  not  continuous,  the  being 

*  Philosophical  System^  nos.  89-93.  t  New  Essay,  vol.  i,  121-129, 
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would  not  be  permanent.  Nevertheless,  that  action  has  in 
itself  an  order  of  its  own,  an  order  analogous  to  that  of  the 
succession  of  things  in  time  and  to  which,  with  the  School- 
men, we  might  apply  the  term  CBVum. 

1017.  From  this  fact  must  be  derived  also  the  explana- 
tion of  memory,  which  assumes  that  what  in  itself  is  succes- 
sive becomes  simultaneous,  inasmuch  as  the  whole  succes- 
sion in  which  it  stood  in  time  remains  present.  Now  the 
memory  is  a  faculty  of  the  reason,  because  there  could  be  no 
recollection  unless  some  feeling  marked  the  particular  suc- 
cessive entities  in  ideal  being.  But  we  shall  have  to  return 
to  the  subject  of  memory  later  on,  when  we  come  to  speak  of 
the  unity  of  man  and  of  the  manner  in  which  his  manifold 
activities  spring  jfrom  that  unity  (i  161-1 167). 

1018.  The  end,  therefore,  to  which  the  power  of  reason 
is  directed  is  to  place  intelligent  beings  in  communication 
with  the  reality  of  things. 

Indeed,  man,  as  merely  intelligent,  communicates, 
naturally,  only  with  ideality,  which  constitutes  the  light  of 
the  intelligence.  Now  reality  is  either  infinite  and  neces- 
sary, or  finite  and  contingent.  In  pure  ideality  no  reality 
is  contained,  either  infinite  or  finite  :  hence  man,  in  so  far 
as  he  intuites  pure  ideality,  does  not  naturally  com- 
municate with  any  reality.  Reality,  therefore,  not  being 
essential  to  the  human  intelligence,  has  to  be  given  to  it. 
But  how  can  it  be  given  ?  The  infinite  reality,  God,  can  come 
to  it  only  through  a  g^racious  communication  of  God  Him- 
self, and  when  given,  it  is  intelligible  through  itself,  since 
it  is  the  very  essence  of  ideal-real  being.  Hence,  in  order 
to  be  understood,  it  has  no  need  of  any  other  power  than 
the  intellect  which  intuites  ideality;  only  that,  in  this 
case,  the  intellect  becomes  perfected,  elevated,  because 
gfifted  with  the  perception  of  the  Absolute  Reality. 

Finite  and  contingent  realities  are  not  intelligible 
through  themselves,  because  they  are  not  the  essence  of 
being.  In  order,  therefore,  that  they  may  be  communicated 
to  man's  intelligence,  his  intelligence  itself  must  render 
them  intelligible.     Now,  by  this  operation  which  the  in- 
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telHgence  performs,  there   is  constituted  a  new  power, 
difiFerent  from  intellect,  and  called  reason. 

1019.  Indeed,  it  is  one  thing  to  intuite  what  is  intel- 
ligible in  sCy  another  to  render  intelligible  what  is  not  so. 
These  are  two  acts  specifically  different  by  reason  of  the 
specific  difference  of  their  formal  objects.  Now,  powers 
are  distinguished  (937-957)  according  to  the  distinction  of 
acts  and  formal  terms.  Therefore,  reason  is  a  power 
different  from  intellect. 

1020.  How  contingent  reality,  which  is  not  the  essence 
of  being,  can  be  rendered  intelligible,  we  have  shown  else- 
where.    But  here  we  may  say  briefly, 

I  .^  That  the  first  condition  necessary  for  rendering  con- 
tingent reality  intelligible  is,  that  this  reality  should  be 
accessible  to  the  intellective  being ; 

2.°  The  second  is,  that  the  intellective  being  should 
unite  to  reality  ideality,  that  is  essence,  thereby  con- 
stituting a  being,  an  object  of  the  understanding. 

But  when  and  how  can  contingent  reality  become 
accessible  to  the  intellective  being  r  The  reality  accessible 
to  the  intellective  being  is  no  other  than  its  own  reality, 
since  this  being  is  a  real.  That  the  reality  of  the  intellective 
being  cannot  but  be  accessible  to  it  is  clear,  for  the  reason 
that  the  reality  is  not  far  from  the  being  but  is  the  being 
itself:  and  this  reality  is  not  dead,  but  living,  because  it  is 
feeling.  Hence,  to  say  that  a  being  intuites  ideal  being 
is  the  same  as  to  say  that  a  feeling  is  united  to  ideal  being. 
The  feeling,  therefore,  and  ideal  being  are  united  by  nature 
and  constitute  together  a  single  intelligent.  But  ideal 
being  is  the  very  intelligibility  of  all  things.  Consequently, 
the  feeling  is  rendered  intelligible  by  its  intimate  union, 
founded  in  nature,  with  intelligibility,  a  union  of  such  a 
kind  that  from  the  feeling  and  said  intelligibility  there 
results  a  single  being,  which  is  called  intellective. 

102 1.  Here  we  must  make  several  observations : 

In  the  first  place,  I  have  said  that  the  reality  of  the 
intellective  being  is  a  feeling.  Let  it  not  be  supposed  from 
this  that,  consequently,  the  intellective  being  can  perceive 
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no  other  reality  than  its  own.  For,  although  it  is  true  that 
its  intellective  perception  does  not  extend  beyond  its  own 
feeling,  still  it  must  evidently  embrace  all  the  modifications 
of  this  feeling.  Moreover,  the  reader  must  bear  in  mind 
the  ontological  observations  we  have  jfrequently  made  to 
the  effect  that  the  action  of  one  being  manifests  itself  in 
another,  without  confounding  itself  with  the  action  of  the 
being  in  which  it  is  manifested.  Hence  arises  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  two  concepts,  of  activity  and  passivity. 
Whenever  it  happens,  therefore,  that  the  action  of  another 
being  manifests  itself  in  our  feeling,  we  must,  in  perceiving 
that  action,  perceive  the  other  being  also,  and  this  precisely 
for  the  reason  that  we  perceive  our  own  feeling  and  what- 
ever takes  place  in  it.  It  would  be  no  objection  to  say 
that  perceiving  the  action  of  a  being  is  not  perceiving 
the  being  itself;  because,  by  the  immutable  law  of  intellec- 
tive perception,  it  is  impossible  to  perceive  the  actions  of 
beings  without  conceiving  the  beings  to  which  they  belong. 
Nay,  properly  speaking,  "  nothing  else  is  ever  conceived  or 
understood  but  being  and  what  takes  place  in  being,"  since 
being  alone  is  the  object  of  intelligence.  And  it  is  for  this 
very  reason  that  contingent  realities  are  not  in  themselves  in- 
telligible, viz.,  because  they  are  not  beings,  but  actions,  or  to 
speak  more  correctly,  terms  of  the  actions  of  another  being. 
So  much  is  this  the  case,  that  even  our  own  substantial 
feeling  is  not  a  being  per  se,  but,  properly  speaking,  only 
the  term  of  the  action  of  a  being  that  remains  hidden  from 
us.  Hence,  in  order  to  understand  this  feeling  of  ours,  as 
well  as  all  the  contingent  realities  that  fall  within  it,  we 
must  add  being  to  them  by  an  act  of  our  intelligence  :  thus 
it  is  that  we  complete  them  and  render  them  intelligible.  In 
like  manner,  the  actions  which  beings  diflFerent  fi-om  our- 
selves exercise  in  us  are  understood  by  us  only  when  we 
add  being  to  them,  that  is,  unite  them  to  a  being  whose 
actions  they  are. 

1022.  In  the  second  place,  we  are  able,  by  means  of  the 
same  principle,  to  see  the  origin  of  that  authority  which  the 
depositions  of  consciousness  have  with  all  men.    Conscious- 
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ness  is  not,  indeed,  the  first  intellective  perception  of  man's 
feeling;  but  it  is  a  reflection  he  makes  upon  that  percep- 
tion, as  well  as  upon  his  other  reflections.  Now,  if,  by  his  first 
and  natural  perception,  man  knows  his  own  animality,  by 
the  perception  of  that  perception,  or  rather  by  the  perception 
of  the  percipient — ^which  is  his  first  reflection — ^he  renders 
himself  intelligible  to  himself  as  intelligent,  and  so  forms 
the  Ego  in  the  manner  which  we  have  described  (64-68). 
But  if  the  first  perception  were  not  natixral,  and  if  it  were 
not  the  foundation  of  all  the  other  perceptions  which  man 
successively  acquires  of  himself  as  modified,  the  deposi- 
tions of  consciousness  would  not  have  that  authority  which 
they  have.  All  men,  indeed,  are  persuaded  that  these 
depositions  are  infallible  and  evident ;  and  this  persuasion 
is  due  to  the  circumstance  that  the  first  conjunction  of  feel- 
ing and  idea  is  a  fact  of  nature  itself,  in  which  fact  man 
perceives  habitually  his  own  feeling.  Now  perception  never 
doubts  with  regard  to  itself;  indeed  the  persuasion  which 
it  inspires  is  its  natural  completion.  Such  is  the  testimony 
of  consciousness,  which  is  always  a  perception  of  per- 
ception. 

1023.  In  the  third  place,  we  can  now  readily  explain  the 
origin  and  nature  of  reflection.  It  plainly  has  its  origin  in 
the  activity  of  the  rational  subject.  Now  we  have  seen  how 
the  rational  subject  is  posited  in  esse.  It  is  so  posited  by 
the  fundamental  intellective  perceptiony  whereby  the  intel- 
ligent being  is  individually  united  to  animal  feeling,  thus 
constituting  man.  Were  it  not  for  this,  the  rational  subject 
or  principle  would  not  exist.  But  when  it  does  exist,  it 
has  an  activity  of  its  own,  independent,  as  to  its  mode,  of 
its  term ;  for,  as  we  have  seen,  the  activity  of  every  prin- 
ciple, though  it  exists  by  means  of  its  term,  acts  in  its  own 
way,  and  this  way  we  must  learn  from  observation  (742, 
743,  929).  Now  the  activity  of  the  rational  principle  may  be 
called  generally  attentiony  although  this  word  is  not  ordi- 
narily used  in  so  general  a  meaning,  being  usually  employed 
to  signify  the  free,  or  elective,  intellectual  activity  of  which 
we  are  wont  to  be  cognisant,  and  which  is  applied  to  and 
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concentrated  upon  a  determinate  object.  But,  considering 
that  the  intellective  virtue  which  freely  applies  itself  to  any 
object  selected  from  others  does  not  differ  from  that  which 
is  instinctively  applied  to  the  first  object  presented  to  the 
spirit,  we  believe  we  are  justified  in  taking  the  term  intel- 
lectual  attention  to  mean  generally  that  force  of  the  spirit 
which  is  applied,  even  without  any  special  concentration, 
nay,  even  instinctively,  to  any  object  whatever. 

1024.  In  this  sense,  the  very  intuition  of  being  becomes 
a  first  act  of  attention,  and  an  act  of  attention  is  included 
also  in  perception.  But  subsequently  attention  goes  on 
to  direct  and  concentrate  itself  according  to  various  laws, 
sometimes  according  to  instinct  guided  by  wants,  some- 
times by  spontaneous  choice,  and  sometimes  also  by  free 
choice  between  different  objects  present  to  the  spirit. 
Indeed,  this  is  the  speciality  of  the  rational  principle, 
that  it  is  able  to  concentrate  itself  upon  several  objects 
together,  or  upon  one,  or  even  upon  a  part  of  one,  at  the 
same  time  withdrawing  itself  partly  or  entirely  from  the 
rest.  Be  it  remembered,  then,  that  this  is  the  special  law 
of  the  rational  principle  or  subject,  to  concentrate  itself  on 
any  object,  or  any  part  of  any  object  among  those  that  are 
present  to  the  spirit. 

How,  then,  does  it  happen  that  the  human  spirit  can 
reflect  upon  its  own  operations  ? 

If  we  g^ant  that  all  the  operations,  both  active  and  pas- 
sive, of  the  spirit  are  feeling,  and  that  every  feeling  of  man 
is  the  object  of  a  natural  perception,  we  see  at  once  how 
reflection  comes  about ;  since,  as  we  have  already  said,  re- 
flection is  only  a  perception  of  perceptions  and  of  the  acts 
previous  to  it,  all  of  which  perceptions  and  acts,  are  feeling, 
and,  therefore,  capable  of  being  perceived. 

1025.  If  we  can  in  this  way  explain  how  man  is  able  to 
reflect  upon  the  acts  of  his  own  spirit,  we  can  still  more 
easily  explain  how  he  is  able  to  reflect  upon  the  objects  of 
these  acts;  since  these  objects  are  united  to  the  perceptions 
and  constitute  their  terms,  of  which  the  acts  are  the  prin- 
ciples.    The  term,  therefore,  as  well  as  the  principle,  pre- 
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sent  in  all  intellective  acts,  is  perceptible,  and  the  spirit 
can,  by  the  power  of  concentration^  apply  its  attention 
exclusively  either  to  the  one  or  the  other,  to  the  prin- 
ciple or  to  the  term.* 

1026.  In  the  fourth  place,  we  are  also  in  a  position  to 
explain  how  the  rational  principle  can  act  upon  reality 
and  upon  matter  itself;  for,  as  we  have  seen,  the  rational 
principle  is  itself  a  real,  that  is,  a  principle  of  feeling, 
which  renders  itself  intelligible  through  its  natural  union 
with  ideal  being,  the  intelligibility  of  all  things,  and,  in 
perceiving  itself,  perceives  the  other  reals  that  make  their 
actions  felt  by  it.  Now,  this  real  being,  or  the  substantial 
feeling,  has  an  active  principle,  whereby  it  can  modify 
itself  and  also  react  upon  that  which  acts  in  it.  But  if  it 
perceives,  and  hence  knows,  itself  and  its  own  different 
states,  it  learns  also,  through  this  its  condition,  to  know  how 
it  must  move  and  use  its  own  activity  in  order  to  succeed 
in  modifying  itself  and  the  other  things  connected  with  it. 
If,  therefore,  the  rational  principle  knows  how  it  must  act, 
and  is,  at  the  same  time,  itself  the  operative  force,  it  is 
plain  that  the  same  rational  principle  will,  at  pleasure,  be 
active  on  itself  and  on  the  reals  which  form  a  continuation 
of  it  in  virtue  of  the  action  which  they  exercise  upon  it  and 
it  upon  them. 

1027.  Thus  far  we  have  spoken  of  the  origin  and  nature 
of  perception  and  refiectiony  which  are  the  two  faculties 
of  the  reason.  It  will  not  be  amiss  here  to  add  a  brief 
analysis  of  both. 

Perception  has  three  stages,  which  we  shall  call  appre- 
hensiony  affirmation  and  persuasio7t. 

1028.  In  the  (intellective)  apprehension  of  reality, 
affirmation  and  persuasion  are  virtually  contained,  and 
at  this  first  stage  the  fundamental  perception  of  our 
animality  stops.    Indeed,  man  in  the  first  moments  of  his 

*  It  is  in  reflection  that  Philosophy  sophical  distinction  of  the  powers  is 

has  its  origin.    Hence  it  is  no  wonder,  the  work  of  reflection.    It  must,  how- 

if  Maine  de  Biran  tried  to  derive  the  ever,  be  remembered    that    reflectiOD 

classification  of  the  powers  from  reflec-  works  upon  data  antecedent  to  it. 
tion  alone,  because,  in  fact,  the  Philo^ 
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existence  does  not  expressly  affirm  his  own  animality, 
but  only  long  afterwards,  when  he  begins  to  use  some 
langfuage.  In  this  way  we  reconcile  with  the  theory  of 
fundamental  perception  the  other  opinion  expressed  by  us, 
that  man  first  perceives  external  things  and  long  after- 
wards himself  and  his  belongings.  This  opinion  had  refer- 
ence to  express  affirmation^  which  is  the  second  stage  of 
perception,  that  which  completes  it  and  brings  with  it  dis- 
tinct persuasion. 

1029.  We  must  also  say  that  affirmation  alone  forms  the 
sinew,  so  to  speak,  of  the  mind,  although  this  is  found  in 
apprehension  in  a  kind  of  implicit  and  virtual  manner. 

1030.  Persuasion,  on  the  other  hand,  is,  rather  than  an 
act,  a  habit  of  the  human  spirit,  and  it  is  only  distinct  and 
actual  when  it  is  produced  by  affirmation.  Then  it  is  the 
affirmation  itself  remaining  in  the  spirit  as  a  habit. 

1031.  Perception  is  followed  by  the  faculty  of  uni- 
versalizatian  or  of  full  specific  idects^  of  which  we  think 
we  have  said  enough  in  the  New  Essay* 

1032.  Coming  now  to  reflection,  we  have  already  laid 
down  the  principle  according  to  which  the  analysis  of  it  is 
to  be  made.  This  principle  is,  that  the  human  spirit  has 
the  power  to  direct  its  attention  to  the  objects  perceived,  to 
restrict  it  to  a  few,  or  to  extend  it  to  many  or  to  all,  or  also 
to  a  part  of  any  of  them,  even  when  that  part  is  not  really 
separable,  and  to  concentrate  it,  so  to  speak,  on  a  single 
point,  thereby  increasing  its  intensity. 

*  Vol.  ii,  487-504.    I  do  not  remem-  constitution.       For,  if  by  particular 

ber  to  have  ever  seen  in  the  writings  of  things  we  mean  individual  thin^  it 

any  philosopher  an  accurate  account  of  would  be  impossible  to  speak,  if  we 

universalisaHon.     The  following  pas-  had  only  proper  names  and  no  appeU 

sage  from  Leibnitz  shows  that  this  great  latrves^  that  is,  if  we  had  only  names  of 

man,  in  meditating  upon  the  imposition  individuals.     Every  moment  new  in- 

of  names,  observed  that  common  (}uali-  dividuals,  accidents  and  actions  present 

ties  might  consbt  in  the  most  trifling  themselves,  and  it  is  just  these  that 

accidents ;   thus  indirectiy  recognising  are  mostiy  designated  l^  a  name.    But 

that,  in  order  to  arrive  at  the  common  if  by  particular  things  we  mean  the 

or  umvtrsalt  it  was  not  necessary  to  lowest  species  (species  infimasj,  then,  to 

abstract  the  accidents  or  anything  else  say  notning  of  the  difficulty  which  is 

from  the  thing,  but  merely  to  prescind  very  often  found  in  determining  them, 

from  individuA  subsistence.  lus  words  it  is  manifest   that  they  are  already 

are  these :  **  General  terms  are  not  only  uni^versals  based  upon  resemblances." 

conducive  to  the  perfection  of  languages,  (Nouveaux  Essais  sur  Vintendement 

bat  also  necessary  to   their  essential  humainy  Bk.  Ill,  cp.  i,  no.  3.) 

VOL  n.  L 
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Before  proceeding  to  the  analysis  in  question,  however, 
we  must  remember  that  reflection,  being  always  a  perception 
of  perception,  is  bound  by  the  law  that  it  must  compare  the 
object  upon  which  it  reflects,  with  universal  being,*  from 
which  it  derives  its  transcendental  principles.  Hence  it 
follows  that  the  faculty  of  reflection  never  acts  by  way  of 
simple  reflection.  If  it  did,  it  would  not  increase  the  objects 
of  knowledge ;  it  would  only  see  them,  look  at  them,  a 
second  time.  Now  mere  looking  at  things  a  second  time 
is  not  what  in  philosophic  phrase  is  called  reflecting^  it 
is  simply  a  fresh  actuation  of  the  attention  after  it  has 
left  ofi*  its  act  and  become  habitual.  This  new  act  of  atten- 
tion, therefore,  if  relating  to  things  habitually  known,  is 
not  reflection  but  reminiscence.  And  if  the  same  external 
perception,  which  was  experienced  before,  were  to  occur 
again,  this  also  would  not  be  reflection,  but  only  a  repetition 
of  the  perception.  Reflection  must,  therefore,  be  carefully 
distingfuished  from  7nemoryy  which  is  the  deposit  of  habitual 
cognitions ;  from  reminiscence^  which  is  the  actual  advert- 
ence to  these;  and  from  repeated  perception.  And  the 
main  point  of  the  distinction  is  this,  that  neither  memory, 
nor  reminiscence,  nor  repeated  perception  increases  the 
amount  of  human  knowledge,  whereais  reflection  does, 
and  this  because,  as  we  have  said,  in  perceiving  a  per- 
ception, it  always  refers  it  to  and  compares  it  with  ideal 
being,  and  so  discovers  its  relations,  which  are  then 
changed  into  so  many  principles. 

1033.  From  this  it  follows  that  reflection  must  be  dis- 
tinguished into  partial  and  total. 

I  call  that  reflection  partial  which  aims  at  discover- 
ing the  relations  which  separate  or  unite  the  objects  upon 
which  it  is  directed,  without  at  the  same  time  tending  by 
its  operation  to  reach  the  relations  of  these  objects  to  uni- 
versal and  essential  being  itself. 

I  call  that  reflection  total  which  discovers  and  affirms 
the  relations  of  its  objects  to  universal  and  essential 
being. 

♦  Philosophical  System^  98- 104. 
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Reflection  must  always  recur  to  universal,  essential, 
ideal  being,  otherwise  it  would  not  be  able  to  discover 
anything"  new ;  but  sometimes  it  compares  its  objects 
with  being  in  order  to  find  out  their  relations  to  each 
other,  and  then  it  is  called  partial;  sometimes,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  compares  its  objects  with  being  in  order 
to  find  out  their  relations  to  being  itself,  and  then  it  is 
called  toUi^L  The  reason  of  this  difference  of  appellation 
does  not  lie  in  the  means  of  knowing,  because  reflection 
always  uses  the.  same  means,  viz.,  ideal  being,  but  in  the 
difference  of  result,  which  is  partial  if  it  stops  at  the 
relations  of  partial  objects  to  each  other,  and  total  if  it 
ends  in  fixing  the  relation  which  being  itself,  universal 
being,  has  to  objects  that  are  partial. 

1034.  The  relations  of  universal  being  are  always  uni- 
versal and,  therefore,  in  a  certain  way,  always  embrace  the 
whole  of  the  knowable.  On  the  other  hand,  the  relations 
of  partial  objects  to  each  other  are  always  partial,  and  con- 
stitute only  a  part  of  the  knowable. 

1035.  From  the  nature  of  partial  reflection  are  derived 
the  different  orders  of  reflection  ;  in  other  words,  is  derived 
the  ground  which  explains  how  I,  after  having  reflected  on 
a  perception,  can  reflect  upon  my  reflection,  thus  per- 
forming a  second  act  of  reflection,  and  then,  with  a  third 
act  of  reflection,  return  upon  the  second,  and  with  a  fourth 
upon  the  third,  drawing  out  some  new  knowledge  every 
time  I  rise  to  a  higher  order  of  reflection.  Now,  that  the 
possibility  of  these  different  orders  of  reflection  proceeds 
from  the  fact  of  their  being  each  of  them  partial,  is  seen 
fi*om  this  that,  if  by  my  first  reflection  I  exhausted  the 
knowable,  I  should  be  unable  to  learn  anything  new  with 
the  second  and  following  ones,  and  should  be  obliged  to 
limit  myself  to  repeating  the  act  of  the  first, 

1036.  The  extreme  importance  of  the  study  of  these 
diverse  orders  of  reflection  can  be  appreciated  only  by 
those  who  have  come  to  understand  that  it  supplies  the 
supreme  principle  of  method,*  as  well  as  the  principle  that 

•  See  Preface  to  Catechism, 
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must  govern  a  philosophical  history  of  the  sciences,  the 
principle  of  a  history  of  humanity,  and  infinite  other  con- 
sequences of  the  highest  moment  in  the  moral  and  political 
government  of  men. 

1037.  But  in  that  reflection  which  we  have  called  total 
the  manifold  orders  cease,  because  when  it  arrives  at  the 
highest  and  most  complex  truths,  the  path  to  new  dis- 
coveries is  closed.  Thus,  if  I  have  succeeded  in  intuiting 
with  my  mind  some  supreme  principle,  I  may,  indeed,  by 
reflection,  discover  the  applications  of  it,  which  is  a  falling 
back  into  partial  reflection  ;  but  I  cannot  rise  higher  with 
total  reflection,  for  which  nothing  remains  but  to  repeat 
the  act  whereby  it  contemplates  the  principle  already 
found  ;  and  this  is  contemplation. 

1038.  But  whatever  the  order  of  reflection  may  be,  the 
ways  in  which  it  acts  are  always  the  same.  And  since  its 
function  is  to  discover  relatums^  and  these  are  either  such 
as  separate  things  from  one  another,  cg.^  diflferences,  oppo- 
sitions, &c.,  or  such  as  unite  or  link  things  together,  e.g.y 
equalities,  resemblances,  correlations,  analogies,  &c.,  it 
follows  that  the  two  modes  in  which  partial  reflection 
primarily  acts  are  synthesis  and  analysis. 

1039.  Analysis  divides,  synthesis  unites;  but  in  both 
cases  the  objects  must  be  already  known.  Sometimes, 
however,  partial  reflection  not  only  finds  the  relation 
between  known  objects,  but  also  produces  by  its  own 
activity  one  of  the  terms  of  the  relation.  This  it  always 
does  by  the  use  and  application  of  the  idea  of  being ;  but 
it  does  so  in  two  different  ways,  viz.,  by  deducing  the 
term,  or  by  feigning  it.  To  these  two  modes  we  give  the 
names  of  rational  faith  and  rational  creation. 

Thus  analysis,  synthesis,  rational  faith,  and  rational 
creation,  are  the  four  modes  in  which  reflection  acts.  We 
will  say  a  few  words  on  each  of  them. 

1040.  Analysis,  which  breaks  up  and  divides  known 
objects,  is  either  material  or  formal. 

We  give  the  name  of  material  to  that  analysis  whereby 
the  parts  of  the  object  divided  are  all  of  the  same  nature 
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and  logical  condition ;  this  metaphor  being  taken  from  the 
division  of  which  matter,  supposed  uniform,  but  consisting 
of  parts  not  differing  in  nature  but  only  in  size,  is  sus- 
ceptible. Such  are  chemical  analysis,  numerical  division, 
&c. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  give  the  name  formal  to  that 
analysis  in  which  the  parts  of  the  object  divided  by  the 
mind  differ  in  nature,  as,  for  example,  when  one  divides  a 
genus  into  several  species,  in  which  case  the  genus  has  a 
logical  nature  different  from  that  of  the  species,  and  each 
species  a  nature  differing  from  that  of  the  others.  Hence 
it  is  seen  that  the  faculty  of  abstraction  belongs  to  formal 
analysis. 

1 04 1.  Synthesis  receives  a  similar  classification.  It 
may,  likewise,  be  material  or  formal,  according  as  parts 
of  the  same  nature  are  united,  as  in  arithmetical  addi- 
tion and  multiplication,  or  in  a  whole  formed  by  mere 
juxtaposition ;  or  parts  differing  in  nature,  as  in  the  case 
of  judgment,  in  which  the  mind  unites  the  predicate  to  the 
subject. 

1042.  The  subject  of  material  analysis  and  synthesis, 
therefore,  is  quantity ;  the  subject  of  formal  analysis  and 
synthesis  is  quality,  modality,  or  relation. 

1043.  But  with  regard  to  formal  synthesis,  which  always 
takes  the  form  of  a  judgment,  we  must  observe  that  it  is 
modified  in  no  small  degree  according  as  the  orders  of 
reflection  increase.  Indeed,  if,  after  having  formed  several 
judgments  by  a  synthesis  belongfing  to  the  first  order  of 
reflection,  I  rise  to  another  synthesis  belongfing  to  a  higher 
order,  finding  the  nexus  between  the  two  judgments,  I  find 
myself  at  once  in  possession  of  the  syllogism.  In  this 
form,  as  everyone  can  see,  reflection  is  productive  of  a  new 
cognition,  since  the  judgments  which  I  unite  are  two, 
whereas  the  syllogism  which  results  has  three.  This  means 
that  by  reflection  I  have  gained  one  judgment  more,  which 
is  the  conclusion  of  the  syllogism  itself.  It  is  obvious,  that 
if  by  new  syntheses  I  rise  still  higher  to  other  orders  of 
reflection,  I  may  compare  even  syllogisms  with  judgments 
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or  with  one  another,  and  draw  from  them  other  conclusions. 
This  produces  reasoning, 

1044.  But  here  we  must  not  omit  to  make  one  obser- 
vation, which  is  this,  that  in  every  analysis  there  is  alwa3rs 
some  kind  of  synthesis,  because,  in  order  to  find  the  differ- 
ences and  oppositions,  whereby  we  separate  one  thing 
from  another,  we  must  first  confront  and  compare  the 
things  which  we  afterwards  distingfuish  and  separate ;  and 
confronting  is  a  kind,  a  first  degree,  of  synthesis.  Hence 
it  is  that  the  distinction  between  analysis  and  synthesis 
lies  rather  in  the  result  of  reflection  than  in  the  act  itself  of 
reflecting,  whose  proper  form  is  always  synthetic. 

1045.  This  is  the  reason  why  we  have  placed  judgment 
and  reasoning  in  the  class  of  syntheses  rather  than  in  that 
of  analyses,  although  as  a  matter  of  fact  the  result  is  not 
always  synthetic,  but  sometimes  analytic.  Indeed,  when 
the  judgments  are  negative,  or  when  the  conclusion  of  the 
syllogism  is  negative,  the  result  is  wont  to  be  analytic  and 
divisive,  but  the  form  is  always  synthetic.  This  will  be 
particularly  clear  to  those  who  know  that  the  human  mind 
conceives  even  what  is  negative  under  a  positive  form — 
nought  as  something — and  that  negation,  in  so  far  as  its 
form  is  concerned,  is  afiirmation.  Hence,  when  we  wish 
to  separate  and  distinguish,  the  negative  predicate  forms  a 
synthesis  with  the  subject ;  and  it  is  this  law  of  thought 
that  has  led  algebraists  to  sum  both  positive  and  negative 
quantities  by  the  same  kind  of  operation,  which  they  have 
called  addition,  that  is,  union  or  synthesis. 

1046.  But  let  us  pass  on  to  those  acts  of  reflection,  in 
which  this  faculty  discovers,  or  feigns  one  of  the  terms  of 
its  analysis  or  synthesis.  These  acts,  as  we  have  said,  are 
two — rational  faith  and  ratioftal  creation. 

When  the  human  mind  reflects  upon  an  object  perceived 
hy  confronting  it  with  the  essence  of  being,  and  through 
this  process  finds  that  the  existence  of  this  object  depends 
necessarily  on  another  being  which  it  has  never  perceived, 
so  that  it  would  be  a  contradiction  of  the  idea  of  being  to 
Siiy  that  the  object  perceived  as  existent  exists  alone ;  then 
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there  springs  up  in  it  rational  faith,  that  is,  a  reasonable 
persuasion  that  that  other  term  exists,  although  it  has  never 
perceived  it,  and  does  not  know  in  the  smallest  degree  the 
mode  of  its  being.  This  is  the  function  which  we  have 
called  integration. 

For  example,  Leibnitz,  confronting  created  real  beings 
with  the  essence  of  being,  found  that  the  law  of  continuity 
lies  in  the  order  of  being  itself.  Then  he  saw  that  in  the 
chain  of  natural  things  known  in  his  time  a  link  was  want- 
ing. He  believed  in  the  existence  of  this  still  unknown 
link,  and  thus  predicted  the  discovery  of  zoophyteSy  which 
afterwards  took  place. 

Recently  also,  Leverrier  discovered  in  a  similar  manner,  I 
might  almost  sdijaprioriy  the  existence  of  his  planet,  which 
he  saw,  as  Arago  has  cleverly  said,  not  with  the  lens  of  his 
telescope,  but  with  the  point  of  his  pen.  From  the  com- 
parison of  real  being  with  the  essence  of  being,  the  two  prin- 
ciples of  causation  and  of  analogy  had  already  come  to  be 
known.  These  produced  the  discovery  in  question.  Lever- 
rier argued  with  himself,  that  certain  irregularities  in  the 
movements  of  known  planets  must  have  a  cause,  in  virtue 
of  the  principle  of  causation.  He  observed,  that  the  irregu- 
larities and  perturbations  were  explained  by  the  mutual 
attraction  of  such  heavenly  bodies.  He,  therefore,  con- 
cluded that  the  irregularities  which  remained  without  any 
apparent  cause  must  by  analogy  be  due  to  the  attraction  of 
an  unknown  planet.  He  applied  mathematics  in  order  to 
find  its  position,  and  mathematics  gave  it.  The  planet 
was  discovered  in  the  place  indicated. 

A  similar  process  of  reasoning  leads  from  contingent 
being  which  is  perceived,  to  necessary  being  which  is  not. 
It  involves  contradiction  to  think  that  the  first  exists  alone, 
without  the  second.  This  is  equivalent  to  making  the  fol- 
lowing syllogism : 
'*  The  contingent  exists  or  is  a  being ;  but 

Being  is  never  merely  contingent ; 

Therefore,  that  the  contingent  may  be  a  being,  as  it  is, 
the  necessary  must  exist." 
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In  this  way  the  whole  human  race  ascends  by  a  spon- 
taneous integration  to  a  rational  belief  in  the  existence  of 
the  Supreme  Being. 

1047.  Even  positive  faith  in  things  divine  reduces  itself 
to  rational  faith,  that  is,  if  we  pre-suppose  rational  faith  in 
the  existence  of  Grod.  In  this  case  the  reasoning  made  is 
as  follows : 

"  If  this  man  were  not  sent  by  Grod  to  announce  the  truth, 
he  would  not  do  things  which  imply  the  intervention  of 
Grod ;  but, 

"  This  miraculous  man  exists  and  announces  these  divine 
things.  Therefore,  these  divine  things  are  true,  because 
their  truth  is  a  necessary  condition  of  the  existence  and 
preaching  of  this  man."  Or  more  briefly :  "  The  truth  of 
the  divine  things  which  this  man  proclaims  is  the  reason 
necessary  for  the  explanation  of  how  and  why  he  performs 
the  works  that  he  does."  No  one  has  seen  the  thingfs  which 
this  man  announces ;  but  they  must  be  believed  on  the 
strength  of  that  form  of  reasoning  which  we  have  called 
integration,  in  other  words,  because  that  which  is  perceived 
could  not  be  if  that  which  this  man  announces  and  which 
is  not  perceived,  were  not  also. 

By  an  argfument  of  the  same  nature  a  blind  man  believes 
in  the  existence  of  colours.  "These  colours,"  he  sajrs, 
"  which  I  do  not  perceive,  exist,  because  there  is  one  worthy 
of  faith  whom  I  do  perceive.  If  colours  did  not  exist,  this 
man  worthy  of  faith  could  not  be  here  speaking  to  me. 
But  he  is ;  therefore  colours  exist." 

1048.  From  these  examples  we  learn, 

i.°  That  the  argument  from  integration  is  founded  on 
the  intrinsic  and  necessary  order  of  being,  usually  expressed 
in  the  form  of  ontological  principles — an  order  which  we 
discover  through  the  natural  contemplation  of  being,  and 
whereby  we  understand  that  a  given  part  of  being  which  is 
would  not  be  as  it  is,  if  there  were  not  another  which  is  not 
perceived. 

2.°  That  the  rational  faith  of  which  we  are  speaking 
relates  to  entities  which  we  have  never  perceived,  i>.,  which 
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were  never  communicated  to  us  in  their  realization,  and 
whose  nature,  therefore,  we  do  not  know  by  positive  know- 
ledge,* since  this  nature  could  be  given  to  us  only  by  means 
of  perception  or  of  a  similitude  to  things  perceived.t 

1049.  What,  then,  shall  we  say  of  the  faith  which  we 
lend  to  a  man  who  testifies  to  us  the  existence  of  a  thing 
whose  essence  we  have  previously  seen  realized  ?  Does 
such  a  belief  belong  to  rational  faith  ?  For  example,  if  we 
give  credence  to  the  travellers  who  tell  us  that  they  have 
discovered  a  new  river  in  the  heart  of  Afiica,  is  this  the 
act  which  we  call  rational  faith  r 

In  order  to  answer  this,  we  must  observe  that 
human  cognitions  are  divided  into  two  great  classes,  that 
which  relates  to  the  essences  of  things,  and  that  which  re- 
lates to  their  subsistences y  which  are  realizations  of  their 
essences.  Now,  when  trustworthy  travellers  tell  us  that 
they  have  discovered  that  new  river,  they  do  not  tell  any- 
thing new  with  regard  to  the  essence  of  river y  because  we 


*  It  will  be  remembered,  that  accord- 
ing to  the  Author,  positive  knowledge 
is  that  knowledge  by  which  we  know, 
not  only  that  a  certam  thing  exists^  but 
also  what  is  its  nature,  —  [Trans- 
lators.] 

t  The  word  faith  JTiWir),  meaning 
persuasion^  was  used  m  various  senses 
by  the  Ancients.  Parmenides  divided 
human  knowledge,  or  rather,  what  men 
reason  about,  into  truth  [Axi^diia^  and 
optnion  f^']-  Now,  Kau^ten,  m  his 
Philosophorum  Gracorum  veterum^ 
prtEsertimauiantePlatonemfloruerunty 
Operum  Reliquia  (Amsterdam,  1830), 
holds  that  Parmenides  assigns  faith 
[«iWif]  to  truths  and  delusion  (awm)  to 
opinion,  in  direct  opposition  to  Plato, 
who  assigns  faith  to  opinion  {Tim,,  p. 
29,  Rejmb,  vi,  p.  511).  Hence  he  finds 
fault  with  Proaus  for  saying  that  Par- 
menides distinguishes/at/A  from  certain 
knowledge  (Com.  to  Tim.,  p.  105).  But 
it  seems  to  us  that  faith  taken,  as  the 
Greeks  took  it,  as  a  synonym  for  per- 
suasion, is  something  distinct  from 
knowledge,  but  not  contrary  to  it ;  in- 
deed we  have  several  times  laboured  to 
distinguish  the  faculty  of  knowing  from 
iht  faculty  of  being  persttaded.  Now, 
Parmenides,  in  the  fragments  which  re- 


main to  us,  speaks  of  true  faith  (viWir 
•Xtdnt),  whicn  means  simply  the  per- 
suasion  that  comes  from  truth.  In  the 
same  way  he  calls  truth  rightly  per- 
suasive (aXt)&i/vif  ivvii^iof  ar^Kir  nrofK 
from  which  is  distinguished  that  which 
is  wrongly  persuasive.  He,  therefore, 
distingmshes  a  good  and  true  persuasion 
from  anotherpersuasion  whicn  is  wrong 
and  false.  Tnus  Parmenides  does  not 
den3r  that  opinion  [Sofa]  affords  a  per- 
suasion, a  faith,  but  he  denies  that  it 
gives  a  good  and  veracious  one  {j^wrw 

W^(U  rra  WK  vn  nriffrts  aXr&vis),      When, 

therefore,  Plato  assigns  faith  or  per- 
suasion to  opinions  and  appearances, 
and  contradistinguishes  it  from  truth 

(0   irpos   «fiu<rtv    ovviet,    rovro    nrpos    virrn 

ayr^ttet,  Tim.,  p.  29),  he  does  not  apply 
any  epithet  to  persuasion,  calls  it  neitner 
good  nor  true,  as  Parmenides  does,  but 
speaks  of  persuasion  alone,  considered 
in  itself,  separated  from  every  other 
element,  and,  therefore,  taken  ab- 
stractedly from  truth.  Now,  per- 
suasion without  truth  is  certainly  op- 
posed to  truth,  because  it  is  blind. 
Therefore  the  words  of  Plato  are  not 
so.  contrary  as  it  would  seem  at  first 
sight  to  those  of  Parmenides,  but  may 
be  reconciled  with  them. 
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know  already  what  a  river  is,  having  already  perceived 
several  with  our  senses.  As  to  the  essence  of  river,  there- 
fore, they  are  not  witnesseSy  but  simply  reminders  or  rousers 
of  our  attention,  which  then  at  once  thinks  of  a  river,  that 
is,  of  the  essence  of  a  thing  known  to  us.  As  to  the  suh- 
sistencey  on  the  other  hand,  of  this  river  in  the  heart  of 
Africa,  they  are  true  witnesses,  and  we  lend  them  a  raiianal 
faith.  But  in  this  rational  faith  relating  to  the  subsisteme^ 
and  not  to  the  essence  of  the  things  narrated,  there  is  no 
integrationy  because  the  act  of  integration  is  confined  to 
completing  the  essence  of  beings  without  regard  to  sub- 
sistence. The  examples  above  adduced,  of  the  discoveries 
of  Leibnitz  and  Leverrier,  relate  to  subsistence,  but  the 
mode  of  reasoning  is  the  same,  and  it  was  to  explain  this 
that  we  have  adduced  them. 

Integration^  then,  is  a  species  of  rational  faith ^  though 
not  the  only  one. 

1050.  Rational  creation  is  quite  different  from  rational 
faith.  As  faith  reasons  from  the  conditioned  perceived  to 
its  condition,  so  creation  assumes  or  feigns  something 
whose  essence  it  has  previously  perceived,  but  in  whose 
subsistence  it  does  not  really  believe.  This  assumption  or 
fiction  is  made  by  the  activity  of  the  human  intelligence 
for  various  causes,  not  always  rational.  Hence  it  receives 
three  forms,  becoming  now  the  faculty  of  hypotheses^  now 
the  faculty  of  personifications y  and  now  the  faculty  of 
error. 

1 05 1.  Hypothesis y  if  well  made,  contains  something 
rational  and  approaches  closely  to  integration,  but  with 
these  diflferences : 

i.°  In  integration  there  is  a  term  whose  essence  has 
not  been  perceived,  whereas  what  is  assumed  in  an  hypo- 
thesis is  always  something  whose  essence  has  been  per- 
ceived ; 

2.°  In  integration  the  argument  induces  necessity ;  but 
in  hypothesis  it  is  only  conjectural ; 

3.^  In  integration  the  non-perceived  term  is  single  and 
excludes  all  others,  whereas  in  hypothesis  the  term  which 
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is  assumed  to  explain  the  facts  does  not  exclude  others, 
inasmuch  as  the  facts  to  be  explained  may  usually  be  ex- 
plained on  several  hypotheses. 

1052.  Personification  is  not  a  rational  act;  it  has  its 
origin  in  instinct,  and  man  uses  it  as,  so  to  speak,  a  symbol 
to  excite  feeling  in  himself,  and  not  to  increase  his  know- 
ledge. 

1053.  Finally,  the  faculty  of  error  is  an  arbitrary 
affirmation  denying  the  truth,  and  hence  is  not  in  any 
true  sense  rational,  but  stands  in  a  relation  of  opposition 
to  reason. 

1054.  It  is  evident  that  the  activity  of  the  soul  in 
rational  creation  forms  part  of  that  superabundance  of 
activity  which  the  principle  (subject,  soul)  displays  after 
being  posited  in  esse  by  its  term,  and  which  does  not  come 
precisely  from  the  term  itself. 

1055.  It  now  remains  for  us  to  speak  of  total  reflectiofi^ 
that  kind  of  reflection  which,  as  we  have  seen,  searches  for 
the  relations  of  universal  being,  and  does  not  stop  at  those 
of  particular  beings.  Now  total  reflection  embraces  a 
group  of  four  faculties,  which  we  shall  call,  i ,°  The  faculty 
of  principles;  2.°  TYie  faculty  of  archetypes ;  ^.^  Th^  faculty 
of  method^  and  4.°  The  faculty  of  absolute  or  transcendental 
knowledge. 

1056.  Principles  taken,  as  we  take  them,  in  an  abso- 
lute sense,  are  propositions  having  an  universal  value, 
and  having  no  ground  superior  to  themselves :  hence,  they 
are  the  idea  of  being  itself,  considered  in  its  application  to 
reasoning,  in  which  it  displays  its  greatest  power.* 

1057  ^  being  illuminates  the  mind,  so  also  it  directs 
the  human  activity :  hence  it  presides  over  the  theoretic 
reason  no  less  than  over  the  practical  reason^  and  furnishes 
the  directive  principles  of  both. 

1058.  If  being  were  not  essentially  ordered  and,  so 
to  speak,  organized,  it  could  not  produce  from  itself  the 
principles  of  human  reasoning,  all  of  which  express  its 
order.     Indeed,   if  we  carefully  observe  the  part  which 

♦  New  Essay,  vol.  ii,  559-569. 
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principles  play  in  the  mind^  we  see  that  "  every  principle 
merely  shows  the  mind  how  being  must  be  in  order 
that  it  may  be  being."  For  example,  the  principle  of 
cognition  says  :  "  Thought  is  not  unless  it  have  being  for 
its  object ; "  which  means  that  the  entity  called  thought 
would  not  be  an  entity  or,  simply,  would  not  be,  if  it 
had  not  being  as  its  object.  It,  therefore,  describes  haa 
this  entity  must  be,  in  other  words,  describes  the  order 
of  it. 

The  principle  of  substance  says  :  "  There  is  no  accident 
without  the  substance."  It,  therefore,  describes  the  mode 
or  order  which  the  entity  accident  must  have  in  order  that 
it  may  be  an  entity.  The  principle  of  causation  says: 
"  Every  event  must  have  a  cause."  It,  therefore,  describes 
on  what  condition  an  event  is  possible,  or  what  must  be  the 
necessary  order  of  the  entity  signified  by  the  word  event. 
And  thus  we  might  go  on  through  all  principles  and  show 
that  everyone  of  them  expresses  how  being  must  be,  in 
order  to  be  ;  and  this  is  expressing  its  intrinsic  and  neces- 
sary order. 

1059.  Order  always  supposes  a  multiplicity  imified. 
Hence  we  may  consider,  both  unity  in  multiplicity  and 
multiplicity  in  unity.  From  these  two  aspects  we  may 
derive  two  series  of  principles  belonging  to  the  theoretic 
reason.  The  first  indicate  how  unity  may  be  multiplied ; 
the  second,  how  multiplicity  may  be  unified. 

1060.  To  the  former  class  belong,  besides  the  three 
principles  of  cognition,  substance  and  causation  already 
enumerated,  the  principles  of  individual  substance,  of  sub- 
ject, of  person,  and  of  the  absolute ;  which  say  respectively: 
(i)  "Being  would  not  be,  if  there  were  not  substantial 
individuals ; "  (2)  "  Being  would  not  be,  if  there  were 
not  subjects ; "  (3)  "  Being  would  not  be,  if  there  were 
not  persons ; "  (4)  "  Being  would  not  be,  if  there  were 
not  the  absolute."  These  several  principles  may  also  be 
translated  into  the  following  formulae  : 

(i)  "  If  there  is  a  multiplicity  of  beings,  there  must  be 
substantial  individuals ; "  (2)  "  If  there  are  substantial  indi- 
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viduals,  there  must  be  individual  (sentient)  subjects ; "  (3) 
"  If  there  are  subjects,  there  must  be  persons ; "  (4)  "  If  there 
is  a  being,  there  must  be  absolute  being."  From  this  last  is 
derived  transcendental  and  absolute  knowledge. 

1061.  By  considering,  moreover,  the  relations  in  which 
multiplicity  stands  to  unity,  we  derive  other  principles  of 
theoretic  reason,  for  example :  "  The  whole  is  greater 
than  its  part."  "  Two  things  that  are  equal  to  a  third  are 
equal  to  one  another,"  &c. 

1062.  And  now,  merely  to  touch  upon  the  principles 
which  govern  and  direct  the  practical  reason,  we  will  say 
that  the  practical  reason  has  the  two  acts  of  contemplatiaji 
and  action.  Contemplation  is  governed  by  the  principle  of 
beauty ;  action  by  that  of  moral  law. 

1063.  The  faculty  of  archetypes  is  that  faculty,  which,  by 
means  of  thought,  aims  at  pushing  any  known  essence  to 
its  ultimate  possible  perfection,  determining  how  it  ought 
to  be  in  order  to  reach  that  finished  state.  This  is  the 
source  of  the  Deantological  Sciences.*  Reflection  here  does 
a  most  noble  work,  comparing  the  imperfect  forms  of  the 
things  gfiven  to  man  in  perception  with  beings  finding  how 
much  of  the  order  of  being  itself  their  essences  are  capable 
of  appropriating.  This  faculty  renders  intelligences  sub- 
lime. It  was  marvellous  in  Plato,  and  won  him  the  title  of 
Divine.  No  man  can  be  g^eat  who  does  not  possess  it  in 
a  high  degree,  because  the  magnanimous  actions  of  great 
men  are  realized  only  by  copying  the  lofty  ideal  which  is 
always  vividly  present  to  their  minds. 

1064.  The  faculty  of  method  springs  firom  reflection  by 
rising  above  all  the  particular  orders  of  reflection  with  the 
object  of  arrangfing  them  in  a  becoming  order  with  refer- 
ence to  one  another.  Hence  it  is  a  kind  of  universal 
reflection,  embracing  with  one  glance  all  possible  reflec- 
tions, that  is,  an  indefinite  number  of  reflections. 

1065.  Finally,  the  faculty  of  absolute  or  transcendental 
knowledge  is  also  the  fiiiit  of  total  reflection,  arising  when, 
taking  as   many  cognitions  as  it  pleases  and  comparing 

♦  Philosophical  System,  151-173. 
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them  with  the  essence  of  being,  it  distinguishes  what  is 
subjective  and  phenomenal  in  them  from  what  the  thing 
known  is  in  itself  independently  of  what  is  furnished  to  it  by 
the  act  of  our  knowing,  and  proves  that  into  the  performing 
of  this  act  nothing  has  been  admitted  that  is  relative  to  the 
subject.  An  example  of  this  may  be  seen  in  the  dialogue 
which  we  have  entitled  Moschini, 

But  here,  by  way  of  summing  up  what  has  been  said,  M'e 
will  place  before  the  reader  the  various  operations  of  human 
reason,  arranged  in  the  following  Synoptical  Table : 
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CHAPTER     IX. 

ON  INSTINCT. 

ARTICLE     I. 
Whai  Instinct  is,  and  Haw  It  is  Distinguished  /n?m    Witt. 

1066.  Now  that  we  have  considered  the  soul  with  refer- 
ence to  its  passions  and  receptivities,  and  deduced  there- 
from those  powers  which  we  have  called  passive  and  recep- 
tive, we  must  pass  on  and  consider  it  in  relation  to  its  acts 
and  thence  deduce  its  active  powers. 

We  must  never  forget  what  we  have  said  with  regard 
to  the  internal  constitution  of  the  soul.  The  soul,  we  have 
said,  has  the  nature  of  a  principle ;  but  this  principle  is  not 
conceivable  except  on  condition  that  it  has  its  terms, 
because  principles  and  terms  are  correlates  and  form  a. 
synthesis.  Now,  in  so  far  as  the  principle  is  affected  by  its 
term,  it  is  recipient  or  passive.  But  this  receptivity  and  pas-> 
sivity  involve  a  degree  of  activity  on  the  part  of  the  prin- 
ciple itself;  and  thus,  in  created  subjects,  activity  comes 
partly  from  receptivity  and  passivity,  and  partly  also  is  a 
condition  of  these. 

Supposing,  therefore,  that  the  principle  is  once  posited 
imsse  (its  being,  as  we  have  said,  lies  in  its  union  with  its 
term),  then  its  activity  is  not  limited  to  receiving  and. 
su£Gering,  but  is  such  as  to  act  upon  its  term,  if  that 
term  is  capable  of  receiving  its  action  and  of  being 
changed  by  it ;  for  if  the  nature  of  the  term  were  one  of 
pure  act,  all  passivity  and  receptivity  would  be  excluded, 
by  its  essence,  as  is  the  case  with  God  and  divine  things. 
Then  the  activity  of  the  subject  displays  itself  in  the  sub- 
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ject  itself,  either  by  its  receding  from  or  approaching  its 
term,  and  thus  modifying  its  own  union  with  it. 

1067.  Now,  since  the  primitive  terms  of  the  soul  are 
two,  the  felt  and  the  understood,  toward  the  former  of 
which  it  is  passive,  and  toward  the  latter  receptive;  its 
activities  are  likewise  two,  and  of  very  different  natures. 
The  one  is  called  instinct  and  springs  from  sensitivity;  the 
other  is  called  will  and  springs  from  intelligence. 

The  term  of  instinct  is  mutable  and,  therefore,  the 
instinct  acting  upon  it  changes  it ;  but  the  term  of  the 
will,  being  the  same  as  that  of  pure  intelligence,  is 
immutable  because  it  is  something  divine  (ideas) :  hence 
the  activity  which  springs  from  the  will  is  merely  more  or 
less  receptive,  in  other  words,  merely  turns  back  upon  the 
soul  itself,  changing  it  instead  of  its  term,  which,  as  we 
have  said,  is  the  object  of  intelligence. 

1068.  Instinct,  therefore,  is  the  movement  of  sensitivity. 
And  since  sensitivity  is  bound  up  with  all  the  powers  and 
acts  of  the  soul,  even  the  rational  ones,  instinct  has  the 
widest  possible  range,  being  bound  up  with  every  part  of 
man.  Hence  he  who  wishes  completely  to  describe  the 
ramifications  of  it  must  derive  all  the  special  activities  of 
this  power,  by  classifying  and  sub-classifying  all  the  rest, 
and  showing  that  each  has  its  own  proper  and  special 
instinct. 

ARTICLE    II. 
Animal  Instinct ^  and  Rational  Instinct . 

1069.  Instinct  is  in  its  own  nature  a  blind  power.  But 
since  the  rational  and  moral  powers  have  likewise  their 
instincts,  we  must  distinguish  the  instinct  which  is  entirely 
blind  in  its  movement  and  term  from  that  which  is  blind 
merely  in  its  conation  or  movcmenty  but  not  in  its  ternty  or 
else  is  blind  in  its  movement  alone,  but  not  in  its  cona- 
tion and  term.  In  fact,  if  we  consider  the  instinctive 
movement  of  the  will,  we  see  that  it  begins  with  a  light 
and  ends  in  a  known  object.    But,  in  so  far  as  the  motion  of 


INSTINCT,  x8i 

the  will  takes  place  by  natural  and  spontaneous  inclina- 
tion, without  deliberation  or  decree  (as  is  sometimes  the 
case),  that  motion  is  blind,  and  it  is  only  in  this  sense  that 
that  motion  is  said  to  be  instinctive.  And,  to  give  an 
example  also  of  that  instinct  which  is  blind  in  its  conation 
and  movement  but  not  in  its  term,  I  may  point  to  those 
acts  whereby  we  acquire  our  first  cognitions — acts  which 
tend  to  acquire  that  cognitive  light  which  previously  they 
had  not.  When  the  subject  moves  to  the  acquisition  of  its 
first  cognitions,  it  does  not  yet  possess  them,  and,  there- 
fore, it  can  only  move  blindly,  drawn  by  its  own  inborn 
feeling  and  activity ;  hence  the  principle  of  such  movement 
is  blind,  although  its  term  is  cognition  in  which  there  is 
light. 

1070.  We  must,  therefore,  in  the  first  place,  distinguish 
two  branches  of  instinct,  the  one  entirely  blind,  ajiimal 
instinct  (occurring  even  in  man,  because  man  too  is  an 
animal),  which  is  not  conjoined  with  any  cognition  either 
in  its  principle  or  in  its  term  ;  the  other,  human  instinct^ 
which  is  indeed  blind  in  its  movement,  but  unites  itself  to 
some  cognition  either  at  the  beginning  or  at  the  end  of  that 
movement. 

ARTICLE    111. 
Ramifications  of  the  Animal  Instinct, 

1 07 1.  If  we  consider  carefully  the  various  operations  of 
animal  instinct,  we  shall  perhaps  find  them  reducible  to 
six  classes. 

Leaving,  then,  out  of  view  that  first  act  wherein  the 
soul,  by  uniting  itself  to  its  term,  posits  itself— that  act  in 
which  the  whole  instinctive  activity  virtually  resides,  the 
principle  of  instinct — and  enumerating  only  the  operations 
that  flow  from  it,  we  have  the  following  result : 

i.°  Instinct  concurs  in  the  production  of  accidental 
animal  feelings ; 

2.°  Instinct  has  the  power  of  reproducing  feelings,  when 
these  have  lost  their  actuality  and  left  in  the  spirit  only 
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their  vestiges  or  habitual  inclinations.  This  reproduction 
usually  takes  place  with  the  aid  of  the  following  instinctive 
faculties : 

3.°  Instinct,  on  account  of  the  unity  of  the  soul,  has  the 
power  of  associating  and  unifying  feelings.  '^This  is  what 
we  call  the  synthetic  force  of  the  animaly  that  cause  of  so 
many  mar\'^els,  that  simulator  of  reason,  of  which  we  have 
spoken  in  detail  in  the  Anthropology ;  * 

4.^  From  the  association  of  several  feelings  in  the  unity 
of  the  soul  there  spring  up  in  it  certain  general  modifica- 
tions which  we  call  affcctioiSy  and  are  as  it  were  feelings 
intermediate  between  the  single  feelings  and  the  passions. 
These  affections,  therefore,  are  the  generating  principles  of 
the  passions,  because  when  they  are  completed  and  leave  in 
the  soul  an  habitual  inclination  to  reproduce  them^  then  they 
receive  the  name  of  passions  ; 

5.*^  And  the  passions  are  the  fifth  manifestation  of  the 
instinctive  power. 

6.  Finally,  the  sixth  manifestation  of  the  animal  in- 
stinctive power  consists  in  the  activity  whereby  that  power 
modifies  the  sensiferous,  producing  in  it  movements  which 
correspond  to  the  attitudes  assumed  by  the  instinct  itself. 

1072.  I.et  us  say  a  few  words  respecting  these  last  two 
manifestations,  /'.d'.,  the  passions  and  the  spontaneous  attitudes 
assumed  by  the  instinct. 


ARTICLE  IV. 
Animal  and  Rational  Passions, 

1073.  Passions  are  not  merely  animal.     On  the  con- 
.  trary,  we  must  in  man  carefully  separate  the  animal  from 

the  rational  ones. 

1074.  Each  of  these  classes  may  appropriately  be 
designated  according  to  the  division  which  we  find  in 
Plato,  i.e.y  into  passions  belonging  to  the  Concupiscible 
{to    Egr«&i//x7)Tixov),  and  passions  belonging  to  the  Irascible 

♦  Bk.  II,  416-494. 
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,  TO  hvfjLo^iiis).  By  the  Concupiscible  is  meant  the  inclina- 
tion that  attracts  to  good  and  withdraws  from  evil ;  by  the 
Irascible  is  meant  that  sudden  force  which  intensifies  and 
gathers  itself  up  in  the  soul,  when  the  latter  finds  an  ex- 
ternal impediment  to  a  given  tendency* — a  force  by  means 
of  which  it  fights  and  struggles  to  remove  and  conquer  the 
impediment,  and  to  vent  that  concupiscent  tendency. 

1075.  But  restricting  ourselves  at  present  to  the  animal 
passions,  those  of  the  ^^ caficupiscible''  tend  to  seek  the  agree- 
able and  avoid  the  disagreeable,  the  animal  having  no  other 
good  or  evil  than  this;  whereas  those  of  the  *^^ irascible'' 
are  directed  toward  removing  or  overcoming  the  difii- 
culties  which  the  tendencies  of  the  concupiscible  meet  in 
their  endeavours  to  display  themselves  completely.  Hence, 
properly  speaking,  the  irascible  is  only  an  activity  of  the 
concupiscible,  which  rebels  and  arms  itself  against  the 
foreign  obstacles  which  do  not  destroy  it,  but  only  oppose 
its  progress. 

1076.  We  must  not,  therefore,  attribute  love^  which  is  a 
rational  and  noble  passion,  to  mere  animals.  These  have, 
in  place  of  it,  tinitive  affccliany  which  subdivides  itself  into 
the  generative  ioidcncy  and  that  group  of  passions  which  is 
included  under  the  term  gregarious  tendency.  This  latter 
tendency  embraces  the  instinct  which  makes  animals  of  the 
same  species  herd  together,  that  which  places  various  sym- 
pathies and  antipathies  between  different  species,  that 
which  unites  the  young  to  their  mother,  that  which  pro- 
duces the  affection  binding  some  animals  to  man,  domes- 
ticity, &c. 

1077.  The  same  may  be  said  of  hatred y  which  is  properly 
a  rational  passion  corresponding  in  animals  to  aversian^ 
antipathy y  &c. 

1078.  Desire  also  and  abhorreficc  are  not  animal,  but 
rational,  passions.  In  place  of  them  we  find  in  animality 
various  tendencies  specified  by  their  respective  terms, 
7*oracityy  hunger^  &c. 

*  Be  it  observed  that  not  every  im-      impediment  that  is  foreign  and  external 
]>ediment  ezdtes  anger,  but  only  an      to  the  animate  body. 
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1079.  J^  ^^so  is  peculiar  to  intelligence.  There  corre- 
sponds to  it  in  animality  a  certain  feeling  which  has  no 
proper  or  very  definite  name,  because  not  all  animal  pas- 
sions find  a  proper  expression  in  language.  Hence  it  is 
that  the  same  word  is  often  used  in  different  sigfnifications, 
now  to  indicate  a  merely  animal  passion,  now  to  indicate 
the  corresponding  passion  which  manifests  itself  in  rational 
beings.  This  is  the  case  with  the  words  sadnesSy  glud- 
nesSy  &c. 

1080.  This  deficiency  and  poverty  of  language  is  one  of 
the  causes  which  incline  minds  that  are  not  on  their  g^uard 
to  confound  the  sensitive  with  the  rational  order. 

1 08 1.  Among  the  animal  passions  we  may  reckon  also 
that  of  appropriativcnesSy  the  passion  which  attaches  the 
animal  to  certain  inanimate  things.  It  seems  to  be  the 
very  same  in  man,  though  it  is  not  so  in  reality,  because 
man  enjoys  also  the  knowledge  of  his  property  and  this 
knowledge  adds  a  rational  element  to  the  feeling  of  pro- 
perty. Moreover,  man,  through  his  moral  faculty,  raises 
the  feeling  of  property  to  the  order  of  righty  of  which  the 
feeling  is  only  the  matter.* 

1082.  The  words  anger y  ferocity y  featy  expectationy  &c., 
although  frequently  applied  both  to  brutes  and  men,  never- 
theless seem  to  belong  to  the  first  more  properly  than  to 
the  second.  On  the  contrary,  the  words  dtsdatny  dread, 
audacity y  hopCy  despair  manifestly  express  rational  affections 
and  passions,  and  if  by  writers  they  are  sometimes  applied 
to  brutes,  it  is  by  a  kind  of  metaphor  and  from  that  inclina- 
tion which  men  have  to  attribute  the  intellectual  life  and 
the  reason  which  they  themselves  possess,  to  all  the  beings 
which  they  perceive,  especially  if  these  exhibit  such  pheno- 
mena as  are  also  produced  by  intelligence,  although  they 
may  be  produced  by  quite  a  different  cause. 

1083.  In  man,  therefore,  there  are  the  animal  passions, 
because,  after  all,  man  has  the  animal  nature ;  but  in  him 
they  receive  from  rationality  a  peculiar  character  which 
ennobles  and  specializes  them. 

♦  See  Philosophy  of  Rights  Derivative  Right,  Pt.  I,  921-975. 
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1084.  Moreover,  the  animal  passions,  which  in  the 
brutes  are  moved  only  by  the  stimuli  and  the  laws  of  the 
corporeal  sense,  are  in  man  sometimes  excited  by  the 
rationality  itself,  owing  to  the  influence  which  the  rational 
soul  exercises  over  animality.  Thus,  if  we  consider  sad- 
ness as  an  animal  passion,  it  may  be  defined  as  "  that  dis- 
agreeable feeling  which  the  animal  experiences  when  the 
circulation  of  the  blood  becomes  slow  in  certain  viscera 
and  the  activity  of  the  nervous  system  is  enfeebled."  But 
this  feeling  which,  in  the  animal,  can  be  produced  only  by 
a  physical  or  sensuous  cause,  retarding  the  circulation  of 
the  blood  or  depriving  the  nervous  organism  of  its  vigour, 
is  in  man  produced  sometimes  by  this  same  cause,  but 
sometimes  also  by  a  piece  of  information  that  depresses 
the  spirit,  in  other  words,  by  the  rational  power. 

1085.  The  animal  passions,  therefore,  differ  in  man  and 
animals  for  two  reasons  : 

I .°  Because,  even  when  they  have  in  man  the  same  pro- 
ducing cause  that  they  have  in  animals,  the  intelligence 
unites  with  them  and  modifies  them.  Thus  the  sadness 
which  a  malady  induces  in  an  animal  is  different  from  that 
which  it  induces  in  a  man  who  knows  of  his  own  disease ; 
and  this  knowledge  increases  his  affliction.  On  the  other 
hand,  by  means  of  motives  furnished  by  reason  he  can 
alleviate  and  diminish  this  sadness,  even  physically. 

2.°  Because  the  animal  passions  themselves  may  in 
man  be  moved  by  a  rational  cause,  as  we  have  already 
said. 

1086.  But  besides  this,  new  passions  display  themselves 
in  man,  of  which  there  is  not  a  trace  in  animals.  The 
reason  is  that  the  movements  of  the  rational  power  produce 
new  effects — ^feelings  which  cannot  in  any  way  be  roused 
by  mere  animal  instinct. 

1087.  These  feelings  which  belong  exclusively  to  man 
seem  sometimes  to  be  purely  rational  or  to  be  confined 
within  the  sphere  of  intelligence,  sometimes  also  to  be 
shared  in  by  his  animality. 

1088.  In  this  latter  case,  animality  undergoes  an  affec- 
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tion  which  cannot  manifest  itself  in  mere  animals,  because 
there  is  wanting  in  it  the  productive  cause,  which  is  none 
other  than  intelligence.  I  do  not  hereby  wish  to  decide 
the  question  as  to  **  whether  in  man  there  are  affections  so 
pure  that  the  animality  has  no  share  whatever  in  them,  or 
whether  all  affections  are  mixed."  This  subtle  question  I 
leave  for  solution  to  others.  For  me  it  suffices  to  estab- 
lish that  in  man  certain  entirely  new  passions  manifest 
themselves,  which  cannot  be  the  product  of  animal  instinct, 
and  whose  sole  cause  is  intelligence — intellective  passions, 
as  far  as  their  cause  is  concerned,  although  perhaps  they 
are  never  purely  intellective  in  themselves. 

1089.  Among  these  I  do  not  intend  absolutely  to  place 
the  sympathetic  passio7ts^  such  as  pity  and  the  like.  I  say 
only  that  if  anything  resembling  them  manifests  itself  in 
the  brutes,  this  can  always  be  traced  back  to  individual 
passions  and  feelings.  The  reason  is,  that  the  brute,  in 
the  last  analysis,  never  moves  save  in  virtue  of  its  own  sen- 
sions,  whereas  man  participates  in  the  passions  of  others 
hy  merely  kncnving  thern^  inasmuch  as,  when  he  knows 
them,  he  can  represent  them  to  himself  in  his  imagination, 
and  so  take  part  in  them.  Hence  compassion  is  certainly 
a  rational  passion  both  in  its  cause  and  in  itself.  If  any- 
thing similar  to  it  be  found  in  the  brutes,  it  may  always  be 
rc^duced  to  the  unitive  affection^  the  gregarious  tendency^  &c. 

The  sources  of  the  passions  common  to  man  and  mere 
animals  are  the  agreeable  and  the  difficult.  In  man,  by 
reason  of  his  rationality,  there  are  two  other  springs,  the 
rapid  motion  of  the  spirit^  and  the  great.  The  spirit,  when 
it  passes  rapidly  from  one  intellective  state  to  its  opposite, 
not  only  increases  the  vividness  of  the  sensitive  act  by 
this  rapidity,  but  likewise  produces  new  and  sudden  feel- 
ings, such  as  laughter y  surprise y  &c.  Again,  it  is  only 
man  that,  by  his  reason,  renders  himself  susceptible  to  the 
feeling  of  the  greaty  which  produces  various  a£Fections  such 
as  wondery  astonishment y  ecstacyy  &c.,  all  of  them  human 
passions  to  which  the  brutes  are  entire  strangers. 
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ARTICLE     V. 

The  Instinctive  Power  which  the  Animal  Feeling  has  0/ placing  itself 
in    Various  Attitudes,  and  the  Faculties  which  thence  result, 

1090.  We  shall  now  speak,  briefly,  of  the  sixth  mani- 
festation of  the  animal  instinct,  which  we  said  consisted  in 
the  power  which  feeling  has  of  placing  itself  in  certain 
attitudes,  thus  modifying  the  sensiferous. 

In  order  to  understand  what  we  mean  by  this  power,  it 
will  be  necessary  to  call  to  mind  that  we  know  feeling  in 
two  ways,  (i)  by  means  of  the  feeling  itself  of  which  we  are 
directly  conscious  (subjectively),  and  (2)  by  means  of  the 
phenomena  which  are  produced  by  it  and  felt  by  us,  but 
which  are  not  the  feeling  itself  (extra-subjectively).  Thus, 
the  feeling  of  pain  differs  from  the  movements  which  the 
pain  causes  in  the  body,  for  these  we  may  see  without  feel- 
ing the  pain.  The  pain  is  the  subjective  feeling,  the  move- 
ments are  the  extra-subjective  phenomena  produced  by  it. 
The  latter  indicate  the  former  but  are  of  an  entirely  different 
nature,  and  if  the  extra-subjective  phenomena  are  known 
by  means  of  other  feelings,  these  have  nothing  to  do  with 
that  of  which  we  are  speaking,  although,  as  feelings,  they 
also  have  their  subjective  and  extra-subjective  parts.  This 
has  all  been  set  forth  in  the  Anthropology y  to  which  we 
refer  those  readers  who  wish  to  follow  our  reasonings. 

Granting,  then,  that  the  subjective  part  of  feeling  is 
very  different  from  the  extra-subjective,  we  at  once  under- 
stand how  the  subjective  feeling  is  altogether  free  from 
space,  and,  therefore,  perfectly  simple.  Indeed  in  the  con- 
cept of  pleasure,  pain,  or  any  other  purely  subjective  feel- 
ing, no  one  can  find  the  concept  of  any  extension,  which  is 
only  the  term  of  certain  feelings,  not  feeling  itself.  Never- 
theless the  subjective  feelings  have  a  simultaneity  and  a 
correlation  with  the  extra-subjective  ones.  We  have  said 
that  between  the  two  there  does  not  exist  the  relation  of 
immediate  cause  and  immediate  effect,  because  they  are 
altogether  dissimilar.     Still,  when  the  subjective  pheno- 
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menon  changes,  the  extra  -  subjective  phenomena  also 
change,  and  this  causes  us  to  believe  that  the  change 
of  the  subjective  phenomenon,  if  not  the  immediate  cause, 
may  be,  at  least,  the  mediate  cause  of  such  changes. 
Indeed,  if  we  consider  the  matter  merely  with  relation  to 
the  dissimilarity  in  the  two  series  of  phenomena,  the  point 
remains  doubtful ;  it  becomes  clear  only  when  we  reflect 
that  the  subjective  feeling  terminates,  as  we  have  said,  in 
the  extended,  and  that  the  extended  is  itself  already,  in  a 
sense,  extra-subjective,  although  individually  united  to  the 
subject,  and  also  belongs  to  the  extra-subjective  pheno- 
menon of  the  sensiferous,  which  is  identical  with  it  in  sub- 
stance. Hence  although  the  (subjective)  feeling  is  not  the 
immediate  cause  of  the  extra-subjective  phenomena  of  the 
sensiferous,  still  it  is  the  cause  of  the  change  of  its  own 
immediate  term  (the  extended),  which  term  again  is  also 
the  subject  of  the  extra-subjective  phenomena  of  the  sen- 
siferous. It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  subjective  feeling 
is  the  remote  and  indirect  cause  of  the  modification  of  the 
extra-subjective  phenomena ;  in  other  words,  cause  of  the 
cause  of  this  modification.  This  point  being  settled,  I  say 
that  the  subject  which  is  the  principle  of  feeling  follows 
this  special  law,  that  it  uses  and  adjusts  its  feeling  so  as  to 
be  as  much  at  ease,  and  consequently  to  have  as  little  dis- 
comfort, as  possible.  Now,  this  power  and  activity  whereby 
the  sentient  principle  disposes  and  modifies  its  feeling, 
causes  modifications  to  take  place  in  the  extra-subjecti\-e 
phenomena.  The  faculties  related  to  these  modifications 
are  chiefly  four  : 

I .°  The  Loco7noHve  Faculty.  By  means  of  this  the  animal 
walks  and  uses  its  various  organs. 

2.°  The  Forrnatwe  or  Plastic  Faculty.  By  means  of  this 
the  animal  attains  to  its  full  nature,  feeds  itself,  &c. 

3 .°  The  Faculty  of  Scfisttivc  Habits.  This  faculty  enables 
the  animal  to  assume  one  attitude  rather  than  another,  and 
by  exercise,  developes,  and  modifies  itself,  recei\'ing  new- 
dispositions,  new  conditions  of  action  and,  hence,  new- 
spontaneities. 
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4."^  The  Faculty  which  the  animal  instinct  has  of  injuring 
and  ruining  itself.  This  faculty  to  which  belong  all  morbid 
phenomena  is,  like  the  preceding  three,  the  same  general 
faculty  or  power  which  feeling  has,  of  assuming  different 
attitudes  according  to  the  various  conditions  to  which  it  is 
subjected  by  the  various  stimuli  which  act  upon  it,  by  habits, 
&c.  Hence,  when  these  stimuli  place  it  in  certain  con- 
ditions, it  is  necessitated,  always  by  the  same  law  of  spon- 
taneity, to  produce  the  morbid  phenomena  alluded  to,  and 
of  which  we  shall  afterwards  speak. 


ARTICLE    VI. 
Rational  Hahits. 

1 09 1.  Let  us  now  continue  to  speak  of  human  instinct, 
which,  though  blind  as  instinct,  always  begins  or  ends  in 
connection  with  some  cognition. 

Human  instinct  manifests  itself  by  rational  affections, 
which  produce  in  the  soul  a  passive  condition  called  rational 
passion^  and  an  active  condition  which  constitutes  habits, 

1092.  As  regards  rational  passions ^  the  little  that  we  have 
already  said  must  suffice. 

As  to  habits  (habit  being  "  the  disposition  of  a  power 
to  act  in  a  given  way  ")  they  divide  themselves  primarily 
as  the  powers  and  faculties  which  they  actuate  and  modify 
are  divided. 

If  we  wish  to  classify  the  human  intellective  powers  and 
faculties  according  to  their  effects,  we  may  reduce  them  to 
two  groups — those  which  produce  effects  within  the  sub- 
ject, making  it  better  or  worse,  and  those  which  produce 
efFifcts  outside  of  the  subject  (extra-subjective),  in  other 
words,  which  cause  the  movements  of  bodies. 

1093.  Hence  two  groups  of  habits:  those  adhering  to 
the  faculties  which  produce  effects  within  the  subject,  and 
those  adhering  to  those  faculties  which  produce  effects  out- 
side of  the  subject. 

1094.  The  faculties  which  produce  their  effects  within 
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the  subject  are  likewise  reducible  to  two  heads  :  first  the 
moral  power ^  and  under  this  head  we  have  the  moral  habih, 
good  and  bad,  ue.y  virtues  and  vices ;  secondy  the  raiumal 
pcrwcr  in  so  far  as  it  acts  in  the  subject,  and  here  we  have 
the  rational  habits  of  memory y  the  sciences^  prudence^  &c. 

1095.  But  in  so  far  as  the  rational  power  moves  bodies, 
and  so  produces  extra-subjective  effects,  it  gives  occasion 
to  the  second  group  of  faculties,  whence  proceed  the  habits 
of  the  liberal  and  mfehantcal  artSy  of  the  vicious  mo7femcnis 
of  one* s  body\  &c. 


ARTICLE  VII. 
Two   Ways  of  Classifying  the  Rational  Instincts. 

1096.  Thus  far  we  have  been  dealing  with  the  principal 
ramifications  of  the  rational  instinct  by  classifying  them 
according  to  the  modes  of  its  action. 

We  obtain  another  classification  when  we  take  as  the 
principle  of  the  ramifications  of  this  instinct  the  different 
objects  to  which  it  refers.  But  for  the  sake  of  brevity,  we 
shall  content  ourselves  with  placing  before  the  reader  the 
following  table,  in  which  the  instinctive  faculties  and 
fimctions  are  classified  from  both  points  of  view: 
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ARTICLE  VIII. 
On  the  Principle  of  Instinct, 

1097.  Now,  in  order  to  understand  the  nature  of  each 
instinct,  we  must  inquire  what  is  its  principle,  the  common 
principle  of  all  its  numerous  ramifications.  If  instinct  had 
not  a  single  principle  which,  while  always  remaining  the 
same,  assumed  different  modes  of  operation,  the  generic 
epithet  of  instinctive  could  not  be  applied  to  denote  the 
animal  and  rational  functions  which  we  have  enumerated 
and  classified. 

What,  then,  is  the  principle  of  instinct  r  What  is  its 
intimate  and  immutable  nature  r 

1098.  Instinct  indicates  a  mode  of  action  on  the  part  of 
the  subject,  or  a  law  according  to  which  it  operates.  To 
investigate  this  law  is  to  investigate  the  principle  and 
nature  of  instinct. 

To  this  law,  according  to  which  when  a  subject 
operates,  it  is  said  to  act  instinctively,  we  have  already 
alluded  when  speaking  of  animal  instinct,  attributing  to 
it  the  power  to  place  itself  in  the  most  agreeable  attitude. 
It  will  be  suflSicient,  therefore,  if  we  render  this  observation 
more  general,  if,  instead  of  limiting  it  to  animal  subjects, 
we  extend  it  to  all  subjects,  even  those  that  are  intellective 
and  rational.  In  this  way  we  shall  have  found  the  sole 
principle  of  instinct. 

1099.  In  fact,  we  have  already  shown  that  every  subject 
is  a  substantial  feeling.  Moreover,  we  have  shown  that 
every  feeling  has  its  own  proper  activity.  In  the  third 
place,  we  have  proved  that  this  activity  continually  puts 
the  feeling,  whose  principle  it  is,  in  the  most  agreeable 
condition  possible,  and  does  so  because  the  act  which  gives 
this  attitude  to  feeling  is  natural  and  proper  to  that  activity; 
since  no  activity  would  be  activity  if  it  had  not  its  natural 
act,  whereby  it  posits  itself,  and  is  what  it  is.  But  the 
activity  of  a  feeling  ;nay  sometimes  be  dependent  on,  and 
passive  to,  something  foreign  to  it ;  and  this  actually  hap-> 

N-  2 
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pens  in  all  finite  activities.  These  activities,  these  sentient 
principles,  are  all  dependent  upon  the  nature  of  their  term, 
which  is  modified  by  any  foreign  cause  or  force.  Now,  the 
quantity  and  quality  of  this  foreigfn  term,  as  well  as  the 
modifications  produced  in  it,  are  sometimes  favourable  to 
the  actuation  of  the  sentient  principle,  sometimes  not 
They  are  favourable  when  they  help  the  said  principle  to 
display  greater  activity,  and  unfavourable  when  they 
repress  its  natural  activity  and  prevent  it  from  putting 
forth  all  its  natural  act.  The  activity  of  the  principle  then 
struggles  with  the  impediment;  and  here  we  see  what  is 
the  most  general  notion  that  we  must  form  of  the  agree- 
able or  disagreeable  state  of  a  feeling.  A  disagreeable, 
troublesome,  painful  feeling  is  one  in  which  the  sentient 
principle  is  prevented  by  the  condition  of  its  term  firom 
displaying  all  its  natural  activity.  An  agreeable  feeling 
is  one  in  which  the  principle  freely  displays  all  the  activity 
that  is  possible  to  it  according  to  the  condition  of  its  term, 
without  being  opposed  or  impeded  by  anything*.  Con- 
sequently, the  activity  of  the  sentient  principle,  in  so  fer 
as  put  in  act,  is  essentially  pleasure ;  the  more  this  activity 
becomes  actuated,  ix.y  the  more  fully  it  displays  itself,  the 
greater  is  the  pleasure.  The  essence  of  feeling,  therefore, 
consists  in  pleasure,  and  pain  is  nothing  else  than  what 
forcibly  or  violently  diminishes,  represses  or  limits  feel- 
ing. 

1 100.  If,  then,  it  is  the  natural  and  proper  act  of  the 
sentient  principle  to  display  the  gfreatest  possible  amount 
of  feeling,  given  the  condition  of  its  term,  it  must  do  so 
spontaneously,  which  means  that  it  does  so  with  the  same 
act  whereby  it  exists,  whereby  it  is  a  sentient  principle. 

Such  is  the  principle  of  all  instinct.  It  is  found  in  the 
nature  of  every  substantial  feeling,  of  every  subject.  It  is 
the  activity  proper  to  the  subject.  Why,  for  example,  does 
the  instinct  for  food  manifest  itself  in  the  animal  ?  Why 
does  this  instinct  prompt  it  to  perform  all  the  movements 
it  goes  through  in  order  to  procure  food  ?  The  reason  is 
that  these  movements  are  so  many  efforts  on  the  part  of 
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^e  sentient  principle  to  be  more  at  ease,  to  arrive  at  a 
more  complete,  more  agreeable  state  of  feeling.  We  must 
not,  with  our  imagination,  stop  at  what  appears  on  the  out- 
side* when,  e.g.y  the  wolf  devours  the  sheep.  The  move- 
ments of  the  wolf  which  appear  extra-subjectively  to  our 
eyes  are  only  the  consequences  of  the  internal  and  sub- 
jective action  that  takes  place  in  the  wolf.  We  must  in 
thought  enter  into  the  wolf  and  follow  out  the  animal  feel- 
ings which  he  experiences  successively  in  this  his  enter- 
prise. These  internal  feelings  of  the  wolfs  are  the  causes 
of  his  external  movements.  All  that  the  wolf  does,  he  does 
within  him,  in  his  feeling.  When  I  say  "  wolf  doing  some- 
thing," I  mean  merely  sentient  principle  acting  and  placing 
feeling  in  the  most  ag^reeable  attitude.  If,  in  consequence 
of  this  internal  action,  there  appear  movements  on  the 
outside,  they  are  consequences  only  in  relation  to  our 
faculties  of  vision,  and,  in  general,  to  the  sensitivity  special 
to  ourselves.  We  speak  of  these  external  phenomena  of 
our  si>ecial  sensitivity,  as  if  the  wolf  produced  them  directly 
and  immediately.  It  is  not  so.  The  action  of  the  wolf 
begins,  continues  and  ends  in  his  feeling.  It  causes  a 
change  in  the  term  of  his  own  feeling  (in  his  subjective 
body),  and  this  change  gfives  to  our  vision  the  movements 
of  his  body  (extra-subjective  phenomena).  The  wolf,  by 
changring  the  terms  of  his  own  feeling,  and  by  means  of 
the  terms  so  changed,  acts  also  on  external  bodies  (on  the 
sheep),  and  what  happens  in  the  external  bodies  has  new 
relations  to  our  senses  of  sight  and  touch,  so  that  we  have 
new  phenomena,  viz.,  the  movements  and  changes  that  take 
place  in  the  body  of  the  sheep,  sensible  to  us.  But  I 
repeat,  this  true  acting  force,  the  first  cause,  of  all  this  is 
the  sentient  principle  of  the  wolf,  who  places  his  feeling 
successively  in  various  attitudes  until  he  succeeds  in  com- 
pleting the  act  of  his  own  nutrition.  Such  is  the  work  of 
instinct. 

iioi.  If  we  now  consider  an  act  of  the  rational  instinct, 
we  shall  find  that  it  takes  place  according  to  the  same  law. 
Why  do  we  feel  a  natural  delight  in  the  consideration  of 
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truth  r  Because  our  rational  sentient  principle  has,  for  it$ 
natural  and  agreeable  act  the  apprehension  and  contem- 
plation of  the  true,  and,  therefore,  we  spontaneously  try  to 
apprehend  and  enjoy  it  to  the  best  of  our  ability. 

It  is  always  the  subject  that  is  placing  itself,  its  own 
subjective  feeling,  in  the  most  pleasant  attitude. 


WILL.  199 


CHAPTER    X. 

ON  THE  WILL. 

1 102.  We  have  placed  instinct  among  the  faculties; 
but  we  wish  to  remind  the  reader  that  it  is  rather  a  mode  of 
action  of  the  different  faculties  than  a  determinate  faculty. 
It  is,  as  we  have  said,  a  law  governing  the  activity  of  the 
subject  and  constituting  it.  The  will  is  the  active  part  of 
the  intelligent  subject,  and  may  be  defined  as  "  that  virtue 
which  this  subject  has  of  adhering  to  a  known  entity." 

1 103.  This  adhesion  takes  place  by  means  of  an  internal 
recognition.  But  we  must  explain  what  we  mean  by  this 
expression,  voluntary  recognition.  Taken  strictly,  recognition 
implies  a  previous  cognition,  and  that  forming  an  equation, 
if  we  may  so  speak,  with  recognition,  so  that  the  object  of 
recogfnition  remains  the  same  as  it  is  in  cognition.  This 
happens  sometimes,  and  then  the  voluntary  recognition  is 
true,  just,  moral,  because  the  will,  in  recognising  the  pre- 
viously known  entity,  does  not  alter  its  value,  but  is  con- 
tent with  that  measure  of  value  which  direct  cognition  pre- 
scribes. On  the  other  hand,  it  sometimes  happens  that 
the  will,  instead  of  adhering  simply  to  the  entity  known, 
arbitrarily  increases  or  diminishes  for  itself  the  degrees  of 
beingfness  which  that  entity  has,  and  thus  estimates  it  at 
more  or  at  less  than  its  true  worth,  recognises  it  as  what  it 
is  not,  not  as  what  it  is.  It  assumes  that  this  entity  is 
different  from  the  one  contained  in  the  direct  cognition, 
thus  substituting  for  it  another  entity,  feigned  and  created 
by  the  energy  of  caprice  belonging  to  itself.  This  is  cer- 
tainly not  recognition  pure  and .  simple,  but  a  counter- 
feiting and  imagining  of  what  one  wishes  afterwards  to 
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recognise.  Recognition^  therefore,  strictly  speaking,  means 
the  act  of  the  will  when  upright  and  veracious :  when,  on 
the  other  hand,  it  is  crooked  and  mendacious,  the  act  of 
the  will  is,  first  the  production  of  a  fiction,  and  then  assent 
'  to  what  has  been  thus  produced.  But,  for  the  sake  of 
brevity,  we  sometimes  use  the  word  recognition  to  ex- 
press the  first  voluntary  activity,  whether  honest  or  dis- 
honest. Simple  recognition^  then,  and  fictitious  recognition 
are  the  two  modes  in  which  the  volitional  activity  mani- 
fests itself. 

1 104.  What,  then,  is  this  act  of  the  will,  honest  or  dis- 
honest, which  we  call  recognition  ? 

It  is  the  complacency  which  the  intellective  subject 
takes  in  the  entity  known.  Why  does  the  intellective 
subject  feel  complacency  in  the  entity  known  ?  Because 
known  entity,  and  therefore  all  entity,  is  its  proper  object, 
that  which  causes  it  to  perform  its  own  proper  act.  The 
proper  act  of  a  subject  is  that  which  makes  it  to  be 
what  it  is.  Now  every  living  subject  loves  to  be,  because 
to  a  living  subject  the  act  of  being  is  a  pleasure,  the 
essence  of  pleasure.  Hence,  for  the  same  reason  that  the 
intelligent  subject,  finding  in  existence  its  own  proper 
good,  tends  with  its  whole  self  to  exist,  it  also  tends  to 
exist  as  much  as  it  can,  to  increase  its  own  existence,  to 
heighten  and  widen  the  act  of  the  s^me,  and  hence  to 
take  satisfaction  in  the  objects  of  this  act,  since  by  them  it 
displays,  increases  and  perfects  itself.  Thus  it  is  that 
every  known  entity  is  a  good  to  the  knowing  subject,  and 
all  the  more  so,  the  more  degfrees  of  being  that  entity 
has. 

But,  inasmuch  as  man  is  not  a  purely  intellective  sub- 
ject, but  is  likewise  endowed  with  corporeal  and  rational 
sensitivity,  it  comes  to  pass  that  he  does  not  alwa3rs  act 
according  to  the  tendency  and  the  law  of  intelligence,  but 
sometimes  according  to  those  of  animal  or  rational  sen- 
sitivity. When  the  tendency  of  this  twofold  sensitivity 
prevails  over  that  of  pure  intelligence,  what  does  he  do  r 
Not  liking  to  give  up  the  tendency  of  intelligence,  he 
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seduces  and  deceives  himself—persuades  himself  that  the 
good  presented  to  him  by  the  animal  or  rational  feeling  is 
greater  thanit  is,  greater  than  direct  cognition  says  it  is. 
In  this  way  he  feigns  and  counterfeits  the  object  of  direct 
cognition,  partly  destroying  it  or  concealing  it  from  him- 
self, partly  adding  to  it  by  his  imagination,  and  creating  in 
it  that  good  which  is  not  in  it.  This  is  the  faculty  which 
man  has  of  lying  and  sinning.  He  is  not  constrained  or 
necessitated  to  do  this ;  but  he  can  do  it  and  sometimes 
does  it.    This  is  properly  the  caprice  of  the  will. 

Whenever,  then,  recognition,  is  dishonest  or  mendacious, 
it  is  so  because  it  is  preceded  by  a  feeling  and  an  affection 
which  distort  and  seduce  the  recogfnitive  will. 

1 105.  But  if  recogfnition,  either  simple  or  fictitious,  is 
the  primitive  act  of  the  will,  do  the  effects  of  the  will 
stop  and  terminate  in  it  ?  No  ;  the  recognition  has  a  real 
efficacy  which  brings  with  it  various  consequences  in 
man. 

These  are  primarily  of  two  kinds,  the  decrees  of  the  will 
and  the  affections^ 

1 106.  When  the  thing  recognised  by  the  will  is  some- 
thing that  a  man  does  not  yet  possess,  then  there  fol- 
lows a  voluntary  decree  whereby  the  will  resolves  to  pro- 
cure it  and,  hence,  to  put  in  action  the  means  necessary  to 
attain  this  end.  For  example,  a  person  who  is  wounded 
wishes  to  have  his  wound  healed.  He  first  recognises  this 
healing  as  a  good  thing;  then  he  decrees  to  apply  the 
proper  remedies,  and,  in  consequence  of  this  decree,  moves 
his  hands  and  applies  those  remedies.  This  external  move- 
ment of  his  hands  and  body  follows  as  an  effect  of  the 


*  It  must  be  admitted  that  the 
Schoohnen  directed  their  attention  al- 
most exclusively  to  the  decrees  of  the 
wfll,  and  hence  to  its  free  action,  which 
belongs  to  the  decrees.  Modem  philo- 
sophy, from  having  fallen  into  sensism, 
has  considered  exdusively  the  feelings 
and  the  affections  of  the  will,  thus 
almost  losing  sight  of  its  decrees  and 
becoming  inclin^  to  destroy  free  will. 
A  recent  writer  makes  the  following 


observation  upon  an  English  philo- 
sopher, who  certainly  contributed  to 
pave  the  way  for  the  Scottish  School : 
"Pour  Hutcheson  ce  n'est  plus  cette 
volont£  abstraite,  s^th£tiaue  et  toute 
libre  des  6coles,  mais  c'est  le  c6t£  actif, 
le  cdt£  affectif,  passionn£,  industrieux, 
artiste  et  moral  de  I'intelligence,  I'es- 
sence»  en  un  mot,  et  le  fond  de  la 
nature  humaine." — Qu*est  ce  gue  La 
Phrdnologie,  p.  131. 


202  PSYCHOLOGY. 

decree  which  has  power  to  move  the  locomotive  animal 
force. 

1 107.  But  sometimes  the  thing  recognised  by  the  will  as 
a  good  is  already  possessed  and  there  is  only  question  of 
•enjoying  it  to  a  greater  degree.  In  this  case  the  immediate 
eflFect  of  recognition  is  the  sensible  affection  which  moves 
spontaneously,  and  is  merely  an  increase  and  perfection  of 
that  pleasure  which  is  already  contained  in  the  recogfni^^^ 
of  the  good  possessed.  These  spontaneous  effects  are  fol- 
lowed by  bodily  movements  which  aid  them,  and  manifest 
themselves  externally  to  o.n-lookers,  in  the  form  of  those 
external  gestures  and  actions  which  naturally  betoken  the 
joy  or  sorrow,  or  other  affections  interiorly  conceived. 

1 108.  But  although  the  recognition  of  a  known  good 
that  has  become  more  or  less  habitual,  or  more  or  less 
actual,  continues  instinctively  as  an  affection,  nevertheless 
the  will  also  may  intervene  with  a  decree  to  excite  the 
same  affection,  and  this  may  render  the  habitual  recog- 
nition actual,  or  else  give  it  greater  actuality  than  it  would 
have  through  the  force  of  instinct  alone. 

1 109.  Thus,  the  movements  which  take  place  in  the 
body  may  proceed  from  the  will  in  two  ways,  by  decree  and 
by  affection, 

1 1 10.  We  may,  therefore,  distinguish  three  kinds  of  acts 
belonging  to  the  will. 

i.°  histinctive  acts^  />.,  spontaneous  affections,  in  which 
we  may  include,  both  the  spontaneous  recognition  which 
is  the  principle  of  them,  and  the  consequent  movements  of 
the  body ; 

2.°  Decrees  determining  the  acquisition  of  a  good  not 
already  possessed,  and  the  use  of  the  necessary  means,  or 
•else  determining  the  acts  whereby  to  increase  the  enjoy- 
ment of  a  good  already  possessed.  These  decrees  are 
usually  called  elicit  acts  {actus  eliciti) ; 

3.°  The  movements  which  the  decrees  determine  for 
the  powers  employed.  These  movements  are  usually 
•called  commanded  acts  [acttis  imperaii). 

nil.  Elicit   as  well  as  commanded   acts   are  always 


WILL.  203 

assented  to  by  the  will ;  but  instinctive  acts  are  assented  to 
only  when  the  will,  having  the  power  to  prevent  them, 
decrees  not  to  do  so.  Hence  assent  always  presupposes  a 
decree.  At  the  same  time,  the  decree  not  to  prevent  spon- 
taneous acts  may  be  either  proximate  or  remote.  It  is 
proximate  if  one  decrees  not  to  will  to  prevent  these  acts : 
it  is  remote  if  one  decrees  not  to  will  to  prevent  the  cause 
of  them  ;  it  being  generally  admitted,  that  "  he  who  wills 
the  cause,  wills  the  eflFect." 

1 1 12.  All  the  acts  of  the  will  are  called  volitions.  Its 
instinctive  acts  not  prompted  by  any  decree  arp  volitions 
without  choice. 

Choice  always  lies  in  the  order  of  the  decrees ;  because 
whenever  we  internally  pronounce  a  decree,  we  choose 
between  willing  and  not  willing  the  thing.  This  choice  is 
sometimes  so  free  as  to  be  determined  by  the  energy  of  the 
will  itself  and  not  by  its  objects,  and  then  there  is  what  we 
call  bilateral  liberty ^  that  liberty  which  is  necessary  for  the 
moral  merit  proper  to  men  in  this  life.  The  conditions  of 
the  exercise  of  bilateral  liberty  have  been  expounded  by 
us  in  the  Anthropology  and  elsewhere. 

At  present  it  remains  for  us  merely  to  place  before  the 
.reader  the    ramifications  of   the  Will   in  the  following  ^ 
Synoptical  Table : 
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SYNOPTICAL   TABLE.— No.  V. 


WILL. 

The  will  is  that  power  which  the  human  subject  has  of  moring  itself  and 
adhering  to  a  known  entity,  taking  satisfaction  in  it.  (The  contrary  or  negadre 
act  is  reducible  to  the  positive  act.) 

It  is  a  force  or  activity  proper  to  the  soul  as  principle,  because  cognition  de- 
termines nothing  but  the  act  ol  understanding,  and  what  the  soul  does  beyond 
this  in  consequence  of  its  understanding  comes  from  itself  as  principle.  The 
fimctions  of  the  will  are : 

I.  Primitive  Function^  f  .^.,  Recognition,  which  is  either  simple  or  accompanied 
by  Fiction — Faculty  of  Practical  Reason, 

II.  Secondary  Functions^  co-ordinated  as  follows : 

I.®  Instinctive  affections,  when  the  recognition  relates  to  good  in  so  &r 
as  already  possessed : 

A.  Affections  which  remain  within  the  subject ; 

B.  Movements  of  the  body,  which  follow  the  affections  by 

virtue  of  a  dynamic  nexus, 

2.®  Decrees,  which  may  have  as  their  objects : 

A.  The  recognition  of  an  entity  different  from  oneself,  which 

recognition  may  be  followed  by  either  spontaneous  or 
decreed  movements — Bilateral  Liberty. 

B.  Affections  or  Feelings : 

(i)  In  a  negative  way,  by  decreeing  to  let  them  arise, 
when  they  arise  spontaneou^y  from  recognitioii, 

(2)  In  a  positive  way,  by  decreeing  to  ezdte  or  in- 
crease them. 

C.  The  Acts  of  the  Rational  and  Moral  Poweis. 

D.  The  Movements  of  the  Body. 

III.  Tertiary  Function :  Movements  of  the  ]x>dy,  following  spontaneoudy  fifom 
-•       affections  whether  decreed  or  spontaneous. 
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BOOK    III. 

(SYNTHETIC.) 

ON  THE  LAWS  WHICH  GOVERN  THE  ACTIVITY  OF  THE 
SOUL.  —  HOW  THE  VARIOUS  LAWS  OF  THE  SOUVS 
ACTIVITY  DERIVE    THEIR    ORIGIN  FROM  ITS  NATURE, 

Omnibus  Viribus  insistendum  est  ut  quid  sit  Ratio  sciatur. 

St.  Augustine,  De  Immort,  An,,  cap.  vi. 


1 1 13.  Whenever  the  human  mind  turns  to  the  study  of 
material  things,  the  analytic  method  obtains.  The  reason 
of  this  is  that  matter  is  known  to  man  by  its  divisibility, 
by  its  parts  and  their  different  sensible  combinations, 
aspects  ahd  appearances.  Such,  at  least,  is  the  knowledge 
which  the  natural  sciences  try  to  have  of  it ;  for  they  do  not 
go  beyond  perception^  which  is  their  sole  foundation.  This 
exercise  of  analysis  is  of  the  greatest  utility  for  training 
the  mind  and  rendering  it  more  alert  in  scientific  pursuits. 
But,  inasmuch  as  man  is  limited,  it  comes  to  pass  that 
when  he  takes  to  a  partial  method  and  becomes  attached 
to  it,  he  easily  forgets  or  fails  to  appreciate  other  methods 
which  are  likewise  good,  and  indeed  necessary  for  the 
perfection  of  science.  Besides  this,  there  is  in  man  a 
tendency  to  run  into  extremes,  and  therefore,  no  sooner 
has  he  devoted  himself  to  analytic  reasoning  and  obtained 
good  results  from  it,  than  he  persuades  himself  that  this 
one  method  suffices  for  everything,  and  that  analysis  is  the 
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only  source  of  all  wisdom.  And,  after  all,  this  excess  of 
confidence  which  inquisitive  men  place  in  analysis  in  those 
ages  in  which  the  natural  sciences  take  the  upper  hand,  is 
not  without  a  certain  advantage  in  educating-  the  human 
spirit,  which  can  never  hope  to  carry  on  scientific  syn- 
thesis with  success  unless  it  hasc  first  perfected,  and,  if  it 
were  possible,  exhausted,  analysis.  Now  analysis  would, 
perhaps,  never  advance  so  far,  if  the  mind  applied  itself  to 
two  processes  at  the  same  time,  to  following  two  wap, 
reasoning  partly  in  an  analytic,  partly  in  a  synthetic  way. 

1 1 14.  For  two  fiill  centuries  the  human  mind  has  been 
analysing;  it  being  more  than  two  centuries  since  the 
physical  and  material  sciences  have  acquired  a  decided 
ascendency  over  the  intellectual  and  moral.  These,  accord- 
ingly have,  during  all  this  time,  been  feeling  the  evil  efiects 
of  this  analytic  method,  which,  when  it  prevails  so  far  as  to 
exclude  synthesis,  is  sufficient  for  the  discovery  of  certain 
truths,  yet,  if  it  attempts  to  do  what  it  cannot,  gives  birth 
to  errors.  The  truths  which  analysis  fails  to  discover  when 
unaccompanied  by  synthesis  are,  in  many  cases,  just  those 
relating  to  the  nature  and  the  laws  of  spirits,  which,  being 
simple,  cannot  be  divided  into  material  parts.  Most  cer- 
tainly, the  study  of  spiritual  natures  cannot  be  carried  on 
successfully  by  means  of  analysis  alone,  and  least  of 
all,  by  means  of  material  analysis.  Hence  the  abject  con- 
dition, into  which  the  sciences  relating  to  spirits  have  fallen 
since  the  decay  of  Scholasticism,  must  be  attributed  pre- 
cisely to  these  two  causes,  i .°  That  they  have  been  con- 
ducted exclusively  on  the  analytic  method,  without  any 
regard  to  synthesis,  and  2.°  That  they  have  been  treated 
with  that  kind  of  analysis  which  is  very  suitable  for  matter, 
which  is  multiple,  but  not  at  all  for  spirit,  which  is  simple 
and  one. 

1 1 15.  On  examining  the  history  of  the  philosophy  of 
spirit  from  Condillac  down  to  the  whole  Scottish  school, 
we,  without  at  all  wishing  to  find  the  philosophers  of  this 
school  chargeable  with  materialism,  cannot  help  noticing 
that  in  their  writings  the  unity  of  the  human  spirit  is  lost. 
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This  spirit  has  become  a  mere  aggregation  of  facultieSy  exist- 
ing in  a  kind  of  juxtaposition.  Of  principles  of  action,  of 
facts  of  the  first  order,  in  a  word,  of  the  principle  from 
which  the  various  faculties  issue  and  to  which  they  return — 
I  mean  the  Substance-principle — they  either  do  not  speak, 
or  speak  only  in  a  passing  way,  as  if  this  principle  were  a 
mere  accessory,  a  sort  of  appendage ;  whereas  it,  and  it 
alone,  is  the  human  spirit. 

1 1 16.  If  these  philosophers  by  proceeding  in  this  way 
beheaded,  so  to  speak,  the  psychological  sciences,  it  was 
because  they  made  an  exclusive  use  of  analysis,  the  use  of 
synthesis  having  almost  entirely  dropped  out  of  their 
minds.  But  the  Phrenologists,  who  succeeded  them,  pro- 
duced works  tainted  with  the  gravest  errors,  for  the  reason 
that  they  not  only  applied  to  spirit  the  analytic  method 
alone,  to  the  ej^clusion  of  the  synthetic,  but  even  applied 
that  material  analytic  method  which  is  suited  only  to  bodies, 
just  as  if  they  meant  to  say  that  the  aggregation  of  faculties 
of  which  the  previous  philosophers  had  made  the  soul  con- 
sist were  nothing  more  than  the  aggregation  of  the  several 
very  distinct  organs  composing  the  brain. 

1 1 17.  Hence  it  was  not  without  reason  that  a  recent 
writer  drew  a  comparison  between  the  writers  of  the 
Scottish  school  and  the  Phrenologists,  and  foimd  that  both 
erred  equally  in  this,  that  they  left  out  of  view  the  unity 
of  the  subject,  breaking  it  up  into  distinct  faculties,  or 
into  organs,  which  afford  proper  material,  no  longer  for  the 
exercise  of  mental  analysis,  but  for  dissection  by  the 
anatomist's  knife.* 

1 1 18.  No  one  will  charge  us  with  being  averse  to 
analysis.  We  repeat  that  no  truly  scientific  synthesis^  no 
veracious  synthesis,  is  possible  unless  the  analytic  process 
has  been,  in  some  way,  exhausted  beforehand.  If  we 
have  begun  the  present  work  with  the  pre-eminently  syn- 
thetic question  :  "  What  is  the  nature  of  the  soul  r "  this  was 
permissible,  because  in  previous  works  we  had  analysed  in 

♦   Analyse    Critique   des   Doctrines      Secr6taire  Perpetual  de  rAcad6mie  des 
Phr^nologiques.      I*ar    M.     Flourens,      Sciences.     Paris,  1842. 
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detail  all  the  acts  and  faculties  that  can  be  observed  in  the 
soul.  And  we  analysed  all  these  with  that  kind  of  analysis 
which  belongs  to  spirit  alone,  an  analysis  which  does  not 
cut  it  up  into  several  parts,  but  considers  the  sing-le  parts 
without  rending  them  from  their  one  root  in  which  they 
live  and  move  and  have  their  being,  and  which  is  the  sub- 
stance of  the  soul  itself. 

1 1 19.  Now,  after  having  meditated  on  that  first  syn- 
thetic question :  "  What  is  the  nature  of  the  human  soul  ? "  we 
derived  from  this  one  root  (the  soul)  all  (he  human  faculties 
and  functions,  carefully  distinguishing  and  enumerating 
them ;  which  was  a  returning  to  analysis.  But  having 
finished  this  process,  having  derived  the  human  faculties 
from  their  principle,  we  must  reduce  them  again  to  this 
principle  in  order  that  we  may  thus  discover  the  laws  of  its 
action  and  theirs.  For  this  reason  we  have  called  the  three 
following  books,  which  treat  of  the  laws  according  to  which 
the  powers  of  the  human  spirit  act,  synthetic.  These  laws, 
indeed,  have  their  origin  in  the  inmost  nature  of  the  spirit, 
and  are  consequences  of  that  first  and  substantial  act  by 
and  in  which  the  spirit  is  what  it  is,  or,  better  still,  of 
that  act  which  is  the  spirit  itself.  Besides,  the  theory  of 
the  laws  which  govern  the  activity  of  the  spirit  must  be 
called  synthetic  even  for  this  reason,  that  every  law  duly 
established  is,  after  all,  but  a  great  synthesis  to  which  we 
reduce  innumerable  acts  performed  in  the  same  manner, 
which  manner  is  precisely  the  mark  and  substance  of  the 
law. 

1 1 20.  As  in  the  preceding  book,  which  had  for  its  object 
to  enumerate  and  describe  the  special  powers  of  the  soul, 
we.  began  by  deriving  and  gathering  them  from  the  soul's 
essence  itself,  so  now  we  must,  before  everything  else,  point 
out  the  one  source  of  all  the  laws  that  govern  the  spirit  and 
its  activities,  in  the  acts  wherein  they  develope  themselves, 
this  source  being  again  the  essence  of  the  soul.  We  will 
begin  at  once. 
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CHAPTER  I. 

ON     HUMAN    NATURE:     RECAPITULATION. — ^DEFINITION 

OF  MAN. 

112 1.  Let  US,  therefore,  again  take  up  human  nature  as 
we  have  described  it :  let  us  recapitulate  all  the  elements 
that  go  to  make  it  up,  and  in  the  nature  of  these  let  us  look 
for  the  laws  which  govern  its  action,  the  action  whereby  it 
developes  and  perfects  itself.  With  a  view  to  this,  let  us 
first  of  all  reconsider  the  definition  of  man. 

11 22.  Man  is  "a  subject,  animal  intellective  and  voli- 
tional." This  definition  may  be  summed  up  by  saying : 
"  Man  is  a  rational  subject." 

The  former  of  these  definitions  has  the  advantage  of 
indicating  the  primitive  powers  of  man.  In  fact,  intelli- 
gence is  a  primitive  power,  whereas  reason  is  a  resultant 
power,  as  we  have  seen.  For  this  reason,  we  have  preferred 
to  say  that  man  is  an  intellective  subject,  to  saying  that  he 
is  a  rational  subject.  If,  however,  we  had  put  in  the  first 
definition  the  word  reasonable  or  rational^  instead  of  intel- 
lective, we  should  no  longer  have  been  able  to  place  ani- 
mality  in  it,  since  this  would  have  already  been  comprised 
in  rationality,  and,  therefore,  we  should  not  have  accom- 
plished our  purpose  of  giving  a  definition  in  which  the 
primitive  powers  were  distinctly  mentioned. 

1 1 23.  In  spite  of  this,  now  that  we  are  treating  the 
question  anew,  we  hold  that  the  other  definition  just 
quoted — "  Man  is  a  rational  subject " — is  the  more  perfect 
of  the  two ;  because,  supposing  that  the  term  rational  has 
been  previously  explained,  as  has  been  done  by  us,  this 
definition  has,  besides  brevity,  the  following  two  advan- 
tages : 
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i.°  Although  intelligence  is  a  primitive  power,  it  does 
not  by  itself  suffice  to  constitute  the  nature  of  man.  The 
possession  of  intelligence  alone  would,  indeed,  give  an  in- 
tellective being,  but  this  being  would  not  yet  be  a  man. 
So  long,  therefore,  as  our  thought  stops  at  intelligence, 
man  is  only  in  process  of  formation,  he  is  not  yet  fontied. 
The  activity  which  posits  man  is  Reason. 

2.°  Reason  being  the  activity  in  which  intelligence 
meets  and  is  conjoined  with  animality,  it  fitly  expresses  the 
unity  of  the  human  subject  and  the  primordial  link  of  his 
powers.  It  is  true  that  in  the  definition,  ''Man  is  a  subject, 
animal  intellective  .and  volitional,"  the  word  subject  suffi- 
ciently marks  the  imity  of  the  human  being;  but  the 
definition, ''  Man  is  a  rational  subject,"  besides  eiq)Fessiiig 
the  unity  of  man,  indicates  also  how  this  unity  is  fiiniiad, 
that  is,  in  virtue  of  the  Reason,  which  unites  in  itself  intel- 
lect and  sense.* 

*  In  the  definition,  '*  Man  is  a  ra-  power  of  reason,  bat  the  qualitj  of 
tional  subject,'*  the  word  rational  does  rationality  proper  to  tlie  tsmmat  of 
Jiot,   properly   speaking,    express   the     man. 
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CHAPTER  II. 

BETWEEN  BEINGS  THERE  ARE  LINKS  OR  RELATIONS 
WHICH  ARE  ESSENTIAL  TO  THEM  AND  CONSTITUTE 
THEM  WHAT  THEY  ARE. 

1 124.  Now,  in  order  that  this  marvellous  nexus  of  ani- 
mality  with  intellectuality  may  receive  the  light  which  is 
needed  to  enable  us  to  deduce  from  it  the  laws  which 
human  nature  follows  in  its  action,  we  must  keep  clearly 
before  our  minds  the  ontological  doctrine  on  the  relations 
essential  to  beings,  called  essential  because  they  go  to  con- 
stitute them. 

And,  first  of  all,  let  us  be  careful  to  remember  that  the 
beings  of  which  we  are  speaking  are  those  which  fall  within 
our  conceptions,  because  if  we  did  not  conceive  them  we 
could  not  speak  of  them. 

1 125.  Now  these  beings  that  fall  within  our  conception 
have  in  them  relations  so  essential  that  without  them  they 
would  not  be  what  they  are.  Hence  they  change  their 
nature  in  our  minds  according  as  we  consider  them  with 
one  set  of  these  relations  or  with  another.  The  truth  is,  if 
we  take  away  from  a  being  one  of  its  essential  relations,  it 
becomes  at  once  by  this  very  fact  another  being  and  is  ex- 
pressed by  another  word.  In  the  same  way,  if  a  new  essen- 
tial relation  is  added  to  it,  it  is  no  longer  the  same  being  it 
was,  but  another,  and  this  for  the  simple  reason  that  the 
relations  in  question  are  essential,  which  means  that  they 
form  part  of  the  essence  of  the  being,  ?>.,  part  of  the  being 
itself.  This  observation  will  be  clear  to  those  who  know 
our  theory  of  the  synthesism  of  being.  Now  we  must  apply 
the  theory  to  the  different  entities  which  enter  into  the  con- 
stitution of  the  human  soul,  and  whose  nature  and  intimate 

nexus  we  require  to  know,  in  order  to  deduce  their  laws. 

o  2 
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CHAPTER    III. 

ON  THE  ESSENTIAL  RELATIONS  OF  EXTENSION  AND  THE 

EXTENDED. 

ARTICLE     I. 

The  Extended  has  two  Essentia!  Relations :  the  one  constitutes  li 
what  It  is  in  Itself^  the  other  constitutes  It  the  term  of  a  Sen- 
tient Principle, 

1 126.  If  we  consider  the  being  endowed  with  extension, 
we  shall  easily  perceive  that  the  concept  of  extension 
results  from  an  essential  relation  between  the  parts  which 
our  thought  can  assign  in  a  given  continuous,  or  between 
the  points  which  we  can  at  pleasure  conceive  in  it.  The 
essential  relation  among  the  parts  in  question  consists  in 
this,  that  every  part  is  outside  every  other.  The  essential 
relation  among  the  conceivable  points  consists  in  this, 
that  between  one  and  another  there  is  a  certain,  larger  or 
smaller,  continuum^  so  that  the  points  can  never  touch  each 
other.  The  concept  of  extended  being  results  from  these 
relationis,  and,  therefore,  extension  involves  a  possible 
relation  of  extended  part  to  extended  part,  and  of  point 
to  point,  this  latter  relation  being  distance. 

1 127.  If,  on  the  contrary,  we  consider  the  relation  of  the 
continuous  to  the  sentient  principle,  the  case  is  altogether 
different.  We  have  no  longer  a  relation  of  part  to  part  or 
of  point  to  point,  because  the  sentient  principle  is  neither 
an  extended  part  nor  a  mathematical  point.  This  relation 
between  the  extended  and  the  sentient  principle  we  have 
called  relation  of  sensility.  It  is  plain  that  this  relation  is 
inextended,  for  the  simple  reason  that  it  is  not  a  relation  of 
part  to  part,  or  of  point  to  point,  which  alone  forms  exten- 
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sion.  Hence  we  have  concluded  that  the  sentient  principle 
apprehends  the  extended  in  an  inextended  way.  Again, 
to  say,  as  we  db,  that  the  sentient  principle  apprehends  the 
extended,  is  equivalent  to  saying  that  the  extended  is  in 
the  sentient  principle.  But  the  extended  is  not  in  the  sen- 
tient principle,  as  one  part  is  in  another  larger  than  itself. 
Therefore,  the  extended  is  not  in  the  sentient  principle 
with  that  relation  which  constitutes  extension.  It  is,  there- 
fore, in  it  in  another  mode,  an  inextended  one. 

The  same  thing  may  be  proved  by  another  argument. 
What  do  we  mean  when  we  say  that  one  being  is  in 
another  in  an  extended  mode  ?  We  mean  that  it  is  in  the 
other  according  to  the  law  of  extension.  And  what  is  this 
law  ?  It  is,  that  one  being  is  in  another  as  a  smaller  ex- 
tension is  in  a  larger,  as  the  part  of  a  body  is  in  the  whole. 
A  part  of  a  body  is  in  the  whole  in  such  a  way  that  it  is 
outside  of  every  other  part,  so  that  no  body,  properly 
speaking,  is  contained  in  another  body,  although  it  may 
be  surrounded  by  another  body,  precisely  because  exten- 
sion has  such  a  nature  that  every  part  of  it  is  outside  of 
every  other.  This  property,  when  considered  in  bodies,  is 
called  impenetrability.  On  the  other  hand,  if  we  consider 
how  the  sensible  extended  is  in  sensation  or  in  sensitive  per- 
ception, we  find  that  it  is  not  in  it  in  the  mode  above 
described,  because  we  have  not  here  two  extensions,  the 
smaller  contained  in  the  greater,  but  the  entire  extension 
is  present  to  the  sentient  and  percipient  principle,  which  is 
not  a  greater  extension  including  a  less,  but  is  something 
different  from  extension,  and  having  extension  as  its  term. 
Consequently  the  extended  is  not  in  the  sentient  principle 
according  to  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  law  of  extension, 
but  in  an  inextended  mode.  All  this  is  furnished  to  us 
by  simple  observation,  and  is  an  undeniable  fact  which 
requires  nothing  but  attention  in  order  to  be  recognised. 

If  still  another  proof  of  this  truth,  or  another  mark 
whereby  to  recognise  this  fact,  be  desired,  the  following 
reasoning  may  be  made  a  subject  of  meditation.  The 
phrases,  "  One  body  contains  another ;  One  extended  con- 
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tains  another  smaller  than  itself"  are  inaccurate  and, 
strictly  speaking,  false ;  for  the  simple  reason  that  exten- 
sion and  what  has  extension  are,  as  we  have  just  s«ud, 
impenetrable :  one  part  cannot  be  inside  the  other  without 
destroying  its  own  extension.  Now,  if  the  extended  were 
contained  in  the  sentient  principle  as  one  extended  is  in 
another,  it  would  follow  that  the  extended  would  never  be 
contained  in  the  sentient  principle.  The  sentient  principle 
would  only  surround  it,  stand  beside  it.  In  this  case,  the 
sentient  principle  would  never  be  able  to  feel  the  extended, 
because  the  extended  would  always  remain  outside  of  it, 
a  thing  which  happens  in  the  case  of  every  extended  with 
respect  to  every  other,  and  furnishes  the  reason  why  the 
extended  cannot  feel  the  extended.  But  the  sentient 
principle  feels  the  extended,  and  feels  the  whole  of  it ; 
therefore  the  extended  must  be  in  the  sentient  principle 
according  to  another  relation,  according  to  a  law  dififerent 
from  that  of  extension,  consequently  in  an  inextended 
way. 

Moreover,  if  the  sentient  principle  had  extension  and 
perceived  extended  things  by  receiving  them  into  its  own 
extension,  the  extension  of  the  sentient  principle  would 
either  be  the  same  as  that  of  the  extended  things  which  it 
feels,  or  it  would  be  diflFerent.  If  it  were  the  same,  the 
sentient  principle  would  feel  only  itself,  and  no  new  feel- 
ing would  ever  be  added  to  it :  if  it  were  diflFerent,  and  a 
second  extension  were  added  to  that  of  the  sentient  prin- 
ciple, the  new  extension,  in  order  to  be  felt,  would  have 
itself  to  become  a  sentient  principle — another  absurdity, 
because  in  sension  and  sensitive  perception  the  sentient  is 
one  thing  and  the  felt  another. 

Lastly,  if  the  sentient  principle  were  extended,  each 
part  of  its  extension  would  feel*  only  an  extended  part 
equal  tp  its  own  dimension.  But,  however  small  might 
be  the  parts  assignable  therein  by  thought,  they  might 
always  be  further  diminished,  and  this  indefinitely.  Thus 
the  smallest  parts  would  never  be  found,  because  in  the 
extended  there  are  no  parts  absolutely  least.     It  follows 
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that  the  sentient  parts  would  never  be  found,  because  each 
part  could  not  be  felt  entire  by  its  corresponding  part, 
since,  this  part  itself  having  other  parts,  each  of  them 
would  not  feel  the  entire  part,  so  that  it  would  be  im- 
possible to  determine  a  part  that  all  felt  the  whole  of 
another  part.  There  would  therefore  be  no  sentient  prin- 
ciple capable  of  feeling  the  whole  of  an  extended,  however 
small  this  might  be.* 

For  the  same  reason  there  would  be  no  felt  extended, 
because  there  would  be  no  sentient  principle  capable  of 
feeling  it  as  extended.  Even  if  we  supposed  the  sentient 
principle  to  be  a  mathematical  point,  it  could  feel  nothing 
more  than  a  mathematical  point,  because  the  point,  like  the 
extended,  has  no  existence  or  action  outside  of  itself  and, 
therefore,  would  not  feel  the  extended.  Indeed,  the 
extended  itself  would  not  be  at  all,  since  it  cannot  exist 
outside  of  a  sentient  principle.  In  truth,  if,  in  the  extended, 
every  part  is  outside  of  every  other,  every  part,  or,  to  speak 
more  correctly,  every  smallest  extended,  exists  outside  of 
every  other.  It  follows  that  the  existence  and  essence  of 
every  part  is  limited  to  itself,  and  has  no  essential  relation 
of  its  own  with  any  other.  But  every  smallest  extended  is 
a  union  of  still  smaller  extensa^  and  so  on  indefinitely,  so 
that  the  last  extensa  are  not  discoverable,  and  thus  exten- 
sion vanishes.  If,  then,  extension  implies  possible  parts 
coexistent,  if  it  implies  continuity  having  one  simultaneous 
existence  without  interruption,  it  must  have  a  simple  prin- 
ciple embracing  simultaneously  all  possible  parts,  so  that 
there  remains,  not   the  separate  existence  of  the  single 

*  When,  in  the  last  centuiy,  D*Alem-  truly  they  do  not  exist.    The  relation 

bert  asked  **  What  is  the  bridge  of  com-  between  the  spirit  and  things  is  not  a 

mmiication    between    our    spirit    and  relation  of  distance,  but  of  sensility,  not 

external  things  ?**  he  put  the  question  in  of  corporeal  part  to  corporeal  part,  but 

an  absurd  form,  because  in  it  he  assumed  of  body  to  spirit,  of  felt  to  sentient, 

as  given  and  granted  that  between  the  Hence  we  may  derive  an    important 

K>irit  and  thmps  there  must  be  a  rela-  logical  principle,  which  is:  ** Questions 

tion  of  extension,  such  as  there  is  be-  put  so  as  to  mclude  or  suppose  an  ab- 

tween  one  bank  of  a  river  and  another,  surdity  cannot  be  answered ;    but  on 

between  one  body  and  another.   When  the  discovery  of  the  truth,  they  cease 

the  erroneousness  of  this  supposition  is  to  exist.    The  truth  at  once  alters  the 

discovered,  the  question  ceases  to  exist,  form  of.  the  question,  and  answers  it  in 

It  is  seen  to  be  one  of  those  questions  its  true  form.^' 
to  which  no  reply  can  be  given,  because 
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parts,  but  a  single  existence,  a  single  being  formed  oat 
of  them  all.  Such,  indeed,  is  the  nature  of  the  continuous 
that  parts  having  an  individual  and  independent  existence 
can  be  assigned  in  it  by  thought,  and  yet  it  has  no  such 
parts  in  so  far  as  it  is  continuous.  The  ground,  therefore, 
of  the  continuous,  which  is  the  property  of  extension,  does 
not  lie  in  the  individual  existence  of  the  single  parts,  but 
in  a  simple  principle  superior  to  them,  which  imparts  one 
existence  to  them  all,  and  which,  by  embracing  them, 
abolishes  them,  making  them  cease  to  be  parts  of  a 
continuous,  in  order  to  be  solely  continuous.  Now  this  is 
done  by  the  sentient  principle,  to  which  the  continuous 
is  present  without  parts,  although  innumerable  parts  may 
be  assigned  in  it  by  thought.  For  this  reason  we  said 
that  the  extended  can  exist  only  in  the  simple  (440-452).* 

1 128.  The  important  result  to  be  derived  fix)m  these 
arguments  is  this,  that  we  may  speak  about  the  nature  of 
extension  and  of  bodies  in  two  ways  and,  therefore,  may 
have  two  concepts  of  it.  In  fact,  we  may  consider  the 
nature  of  the  extension  of  bodies, 

i.°  In  the  relation  essential  to  extension^  which  relation 
consists  in  this,  that  every  part  is  outside  of  every  other. 
In  so  considering  it,  thought  does  not  go  beyond  exten- 
sion and  what  is  extended  ;.  it  merely  considers  it  in  itself, 
comparing  one  part  with  another. 

2.°  In  the  relation^  also  essentialy  of  sensilify.  In  so  con- 
sidering it,  thought  compares  extension  or  the  extended 
with  the  sentient  principle,  and  finds  extension  conditioned 
by  it  and  existing  in  it. 

The    generality  of  men   consider  extension   and   the 

*  A  glimpse  of  this  truth  was  caught  "Hie  twn  est  queestio  nisi  de  quanta d 
by  the  Schooknen  when  they  came  to  extenso  per  accidens^  id  est,  SUBJBC- 
inquire  whether  the  intellective  soul  tive,"  without,  however,  reflecting 
was  the  only  form  of  man.  St.  Thomas  either  that  in  the  subject  itself  the  ex- 
answered  the  question  in  the  affirmative,  tended  exists  as  distinct  from  it,  or  that 
and  said :  **  Per  animam  et  est  corpus,  the  principle  which  immediately  makes 
et  est  organicum,  et  est  potentiA  vitam  the  extended  exist  is  the  sensitive  aiui 
habens  "  (Sum,  IheoL,  Ft.  I,  q.  Ixxvi,  not  the  intellective  one ;  or,  again,  that 
art.  iv,  aa  im).  And  the  famous  and  outside  of  the  subject  the  extended 
ver^  subtle  Gaetano,  in  trying  to  ex-  itself  vanishes.  Still  the  Commentny 
plam  how  the  soul  as  the  only^  form  of  of  the  illustrious  Cardinal  deserves  to 
man  produces  even  his  corporeity,  says :  be  read. 
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extended  in  the  former  of  these  relations  only,  and  place  its 
essence  in  that.  The  philosopher  must  consider  it  like- 
wise in  the  second,  and  understand  that  this  also  goes  to 
constitute  its  essence,  and  consequently,  that  extension  has 
an  essential  nexus  with  the  sentient  principle,  which  is  dis- 
tinct from  it.  These  nexus  existing  between  two  beings 
and  essential  to  both  are  the  foundation  of  ontological  syn- 
thesisniy  and  the  key  to  the  highest  philosophy. 

1 1 29.  Now  it  must  be  observed  that  the  first  essential 
relation  is  not  destroyed  by  the  second,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, that  the  second  implies  the  first.     Indeed,  when  con- 
tinuous extension,  or  the  continuous  extended,  is  considered 
as  existing  in  the  sentient  principle,  it  does  not,  in  the  least, 
follow  that  it  is  confounded  with  the  sentient  principle,  to 
which,  in  point  of  fact,  it  is  even  opposed  as  term.     This 
term,  therefore,  is  a  being  in  itself,  so  constituted  that  it 
can  be  conceived  by  its  own  self  alone,  and  is,  therefore,  a 
substance,  since  substance  is  what  has  everything  neces- 
sary to  being  conceived  by  the  mind,  and,  therefore,  is 
what  exists  in  itself.     Be  it  carefully  noted,  that  in  order 
that  a  thing  may  be  a  substance,  it  is  not  necessary  that  it 
should  not  have  a  cause  or  a  constituting  principle,  but 
merely  that  it  should  be  conceivable  by  itself.    To  say  it 
more  briefly,  "  a  substance  is  what  has  a  concept  of  its 
own."    At  the  same  time  substance  involves  also  a  relation 
to  accident^  as  in  the  case  of  the  corporeal  substance,  which 
admits  of  various  accidents  existing  in  and  through  it,  and 
having  no  separate  or  independent  concept,  for  the  reason 
that  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  a  corporeal  accident  with- 
out   first  conceiving  a  body,   an  extended  in  which   it 
exists,  and  which  on  this  very  account  receives  the  name  of 
substance.    Substance,  therefore,  is  a  being  (or  that  which 
has  a  concept  of  its  own)  considered  in  relation  to  other 
entities  that  exist  in  and  through  it.    This  is  the  most 
complete  definition  o{  substance  (no.  52). 

1 130.  It  will  perhaps  be  said  that,  if  the  continuous 
extended  has  for  its  essential  relation  existence  in  the 
sentient  principle,  it  would  seem  that  we  could  not  conceive 
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it  without  a  reference  to  the  sentient  principle  in  which  it 
exists^  because  all  that  is  essential  to  a  beingc  enters  into 
the  concept  of  it.  But  it  must  be  observed,  in  the  first 
place,  that  this  was  exactly  the  reason  why  we  said  that, 
by  the  addition  or  subtraction  of  an  essential  relation,  a 
being  changes  in  our  concept,  because  a  change  has  taken 
place  in  its  essence ;  for,  as  we  remarked,  the  beings  of 
which  we  speak  are  those  which  we  conceive :  neverdieless 
the  essential  part  which  is  added  does  not  change  the  pre- 
vious one. 

1 131.  Again,  we  must  reflect  that  the  concept  of  the 
continuous  extended,  although  considered  without  reference 
to  the  sentient  principle,  presents  in  itself  that  which  the 
simplicity  of  this  principle  produces,  wz.,  continuity y  so 
that  it  is  by  reasoning  upon  the  nature  of  this  continuity 
that  we  subsequently  come  to  infer  the  necessity  of  a  sen- 
tient principle.  But  this  inference,  although  based  upon 
the  first  concept  of  the  extended,  nevertheless  belongs  to  a 
process  of  reasoning  subsequent  to  the  forming  of  such 
concept,  a  process  not  necessary  to  the  idea  of  a  being, 
which,  as  we  said,  is  posited  by  i^^  first  concept  of  it. 


ARTICLE    II. 
Difference  between  Extension  and  the  Extended, 

1 132.  Thus  far  we  have  spoken  of  extension  and  the  ex- 
tended without  distinction,  because  what  we  had  to  say  was 
equally  true  of  both.  Now,  however,  before  proceeding  to 
speak  of  the  unity  which  the  sentient  principle  imparts  to 
its  term,  for  the  sake  of  clearness  and  in  order  to  remove  all 
doubt  from  the  minds  of  those  who  wish  to  follow  us  in  our 
reasonings,  we  must  distinguish  extensiofi  from  the  extended. 

By  extension  we  mean  the  same  thing  as  space  considered 
independently  of  bodies ;  by  the  extended  vt^  mean  the  body 
occupying  a  part  of  space  or  extension.  Extension  or 
space,  whether  fiill  or  void,  occupied  or  not  occupied  by 
bodies,  exists  equally.     It  is  certainly  not  nothing,  as  some 
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people  would  have  us  believe,  since  nothing  cannot  be 
occupied  by  anjrthing,  and  no  parts  can  be  assigfned  in  it 
by  thought,  as  can  be  done  in  the  case  of  space. 

Now  this  space  is  boundless,*  immovable,  indivisible  or 
continuous,  and  immodifiable;  it  is  only  bodies  that  are 
measurable,  movable,  divisible,  modifiable.  Still  bodies, 
whether  they  be  placed  here  or  th^e  in  space,  do  not 
modify  space :  this  always  remains  what  it  was  before. 

1 133.  We  hold  that  pure  space  is  a  term  of  the  funda- 
mental perception  of  the  soul  (554-559). 

This  primitive  space  is  not  a  form  in  the  Kantian  sense, 
that  is,  a  law  of  action  and  a  production  of  the  soul  itself. 


*  As  we  say  that  space  is  boundless^  so 
also  we  may  say  that  it  is  infiniUy  if  we 
take  this  word  to  mean  that  no  confines 
can  be  assigncfd  to  it.  Among  Italian 
philosophers  who  have  recognised  the 
infinity  of  space,  I  would  name  Fran- 
cesco Orioli,  who  justly  observes  that 
the  infinity  attributed  to  space  has  no- 
thing to  do  with  the  infinity  which  be- 
Ichigs  to  God.  "  We  must  remember," 
he  says,  ''that  the  kind  of  infinity 
which,  according  to  theology  and  philo- 
sophy, must  be  deemed  as  belonging 
exclusively  to  God,  is  not  an  in^te 
unaccompanied  by  substantiality,  and 
consequently  by  any  activity  or  power, 
but  it  is  operative  infinity^  the  mfinity 
to  which  belongs  the  possibility  of 
action  performed  or  suffered.  Now  the 
kind  ol  infinity  which,  according  to  us, 
belongs  by  nature  to  space  (and  the 
same  may  be  said  of  time,  of  which  we 
shall  afterwards  speak),  is  a  purely  ex- 
tensive infinity,  an  infinity,  therefore, 
entirely  of  the  first  kind  and,  in  no 
sense,  of  the  second  (whereas  the  in- 
finity of  God  is  at  once  intensive  and 
extensive) ;  in  a  word,  it  is  the  dead, 
and  not  the  living,  infinity  ....  in- 
finity of  a  kind  of  nothing,  devoid  of  all 
power  of  action  and  passion,  and  not 
capable  of  becoming  anything  except 
in  relation  to  its  contents,  actual  or 
possible "  {Spighe  e  Paglie,  Opera 
Periodica  del  Prof.  Francesco  Orioli. 
CorHl;  Tipografia  del  Govemo,  1844. 
Vol.  i.  Quad,  i,  Lett,  ii :  Elementi 
deW  Universo ;  Lo  Spazio).  In  these 
words  the  illustrious  Professor  points  to 
an  important  truth,  when  he  says  that 


the  infinity  of  space  is  an  infinity  of  a 
kind  quite  different  fix>m  that  which 
belongs  to  God;  but  then,  in  my 
opinion,  he  has  allowed  certain  inac- 
curacies to  slip  in,  which  I  must  here 
point  out,  in  order  to  prpvent  am- 
Diguity.  I.®  It  cannot  oe  admitted 
that  God  has  an  extensive  infinity,  if 
this  word  be  taken  in  the  sense  in 
which  it  is  applied  to  space,  because 
in  God  there  is  no  spatial  extension, 
although  space  is  in  God  in  the  same 
way  that  aD  other  creatures  are  in  Him. 
2,^  It  cannot  be  admitted  that  roace  is 
a  kind  of  nothing,  since  nothing  has  not 
any  kind  and  much  less  any  infinity.  It 
need  not  be  objected  to  this,  that  mathe- 
maticians distinguish  several  kinds  of 
nothing,  because  the  mathematical 
nothing  is  quite  different  from  what 
we  usually  mean  by  this  name,  being 
the  annihilation  of  something  by  means 
of  a  mental  operation,  as,  for  example, 
when  we  subtract  five  from  five  the 
difference  is  naught  [5  —  5  =  o].  On 
the  contraiy,  space  does  not  arise  from 
any  operation  of  the  mind,  removing 
sometoing  that  it  had  previously  posited. 
3.°  It  cannot  be  said  that  space  is  unac- 
companied by  all  activity  and  power, 
because  it  has  a  first  act,  which  is  that 
of  existence,  although  it  has  no  second 
acts ;  for  which  reason  we  hold  that  it 
may  be  called  a  being,  but  not  a  sub- 
stance, 4.°  Neither  can  it  be  said  that 
the  infinity  proper  to  God  alone  is  one 
containing  tne  possibility  of  action  per- 
formed or  suffered,  because  God  is  pure 
act,  and  in  Him  there  is  no  passion 
[vo^or]  or  suffering. 
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but  it  is  the  term,  distinct  from  the  soul,  of  a  natural 
perception.  This  term,  however,  has  successively  two 
states,  a  primitive  one,  devoid  of  any  quantitative  or  other 
distinction  or  relation  (indistinct  pure  space) ;  and  a  reJUx 
one,  the  result  of  mental  reflection,  which  compares  the 
primitive  space,  as  perceived  intellectually,  with  the  various 
dimensions  of  bodiefe  and  with  the  possibilities  of  such 
dimensions  (ideas  of  distinct  pure  space,  /.^.,  of  space 
referred  to  bodies). 

This  reflex  space,  pure  but  distinct,  with  quantitative 
relations,  is  of  another  kind  ;  it  is  the  idea  of  interminable 
spacey  whose  origin  we  have  explained  in  the  New  Essay? 
We  admit  that  one  of  the  terms  of  the  fundamental  feeling 
is  an  extended  body,  and,  therefore,  also  a  distinct  exten- 
sion, limited  as  much  as  the  body  is.  But  since  the  animal 
has  the  power  of  moving,  and  such  moving  is  only  a  tran- 
sporting of  the  body  from  one  part  of  space  to  another,  it 
follows  that,  if  there  remain  behind  any  vestige  of  the  space 
previously  occupied,  the  distinct  space  will  be  increased  in 
the  sentient  principle  in  proportion  to  the  movement  and 
the  retentive  power  of  that  principle.  When,  on  the  other 
hand,  this  motion  takes  place  in  man,  who,  through  being 
endowed  with  intelligence,  has  the  concept  of  the  possible, 
he  understands  the  possibility  of  the  space  of  his  own 
body,  or  of  any  other,  being  multiplied  and  extended 
indefinitely  by  means  of  motion,  and  thus  he  forms  the 
concept  of  reflex  space,  distinct,  and  pure  or  immeasur- 
able.t  This  concept,  therefore,  is  lacking  in  the  animal, 
which  has  no  concepts,  and  in  man  is  acquired,  whereas  the 


♦  Vol.  ii,  820-830. 

t  We  must  here  add  that  this 
mental  operation,  whereby  man  con- 
ceives an  interminable  space  would  be 
impossible  for  him  if  he  had  no  other 
than  absolute  motion  because  this  is  not 
sensible.  (See  New  Essay^  &c.,  vol. 
ii,  nos.  804,  806).  He  requires  relative 
motion,  and  is  especially  nelped  to  re- 
tain in  his  mind  the  space  traversed, 
by  superficial  sensations,  and  by  vision 
which  so  clearly  marks  their  confines. 
When  these  confines,  having  once  been 


passed,  are  known,  and  further  ex- 
perience has  revealed  the  fact  that  tlwy 
can  always  be  further  extended,  there 
immediately  arises  in  the  mind  tiie 
thought  that  they  may  be  passed  again 
and  again,  indefinitely.  Nay,  in  the  con- 
cept of  limit  or  termination  of  ^Mce, 
the  immensity  of  space  is  virtwdly  con- 
tained, as  the  concution  is  virtually  con- 
tained, iQ  the  conditioned.  Hence,  by 
inference,  the  former  may  be  deduced 
from  the  latter. 
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indistinct  space  of  sensitive  as  well  as  of  rational  percep- 
tion is  innate.  Moreover,  the  instinct  of  motion  implies 
indeed  the  fundamental  perception  of  indistinct,  im- 
measurable space,  but  not  the  idea  of  distinct  space.  The 
reason  is  that  this  instinct  is  only  the  corporeal  feeling 
having  a  space  which  is  limited  (though  its  outer  confines 
are  not  felt),  and  tending  to  place  itself  in  the  most  easy 
and  pleasant  attitude,  and,  by  consequence,  displaying  its 
activity  to  transport  itself  into  such  new  space  as  will 
answer  the  purpose  of  satisfying  that  tendency.  Now  it  is 
clear  that  this  new  space  cannot  be  felt  until  it  has  actually 
been  reached.  Then,  but  not  before,  will  the  animal  feel  it 
as  distinct,  />.,  as  occupied  or  occupiable,  supposing  that 
it  has  the  means  of  preserving  in  itself  the  vestiges  of  the 
preceding  space. 

The  space,  therefore,  originally  annexed  to  the  animate 
body  is  a  space  distinct  because  occupied ;  but  it  is  not 
marked  by  any  distinguishable  confines,  because  there  is 
as  yet  nothing  corporeal  felt  outside  of  and,  therefore, 
limiting  the  felt  space.  This  latter  space,  therefore,  abso- 
lutely speaking,  is  limited,  but  the  animal  has  not  the 
measure  of  it,  because  that  measure  implies  a  relation  to 
another  extended,  and  this  relation  is  not  found  until  the 
animal  exercises  its  locomotive  power  and  receives  new 
sensions  therefrom. 

1 134.  Now,  since  pure  space  is  immodifiable  and  im- 
movable, it  has  no  accidents,  and  therefore,  though  it  may 
be  correctly  designated  as  a  beings  because  its  concept, 
afler  it  has  been  acquired,  is  sufficient  for  itself  and  has  no 
need  of  body,  still,  it  cannot  properly  be  called  substance 
because  the  concept  of  substance  is  relative  to  other  entities 
which  exist  in  and  by  the  being,  that  is,  to  accidents.  Here 
again  we  see  how  gratuitous  is  the  assertion  that  there  are 
no  other  beings  than  substances  and  accidents,  an  asser- 
tion which  belongs  to  a  material  and  false  Ontology.* 

1 135.  That  space  is  a  being,  and  not  a  nullity,  is  seen 
merely  by  considering  that,  whether  with  or  without  the 

*  Restoration^  &c.|  Bk.  HI,  chap,  xlvii. 
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corporeal  force,  it  is  a  term  of  feeling.  But  since  what 
changes  is  only  this  force,  whereas  space  remains  immov- 
able, we  must  say  that  space  is  a  being  having  only  the  first 
act  whereby  it  is  in  the  sentient  principle  and  informs  it  as 
term  ;  but  that  it  has  no  other  activity  and  no  second  act; 
for  which  reason  it,  of  course,  has  no  accidents.  This  is 
why  some  people,  who  recognise  nothing  as  existent 
unless  they  see  accidents  and  second  acts,  fall  into  the 
mistake  of  regarding  space  as  a  nullity. 

However,  when  we  look  upon  pure  space  or  exten- 
sion as  the  immediate  term  of  a  spirit,  we  consider  it 
in  the  very  act  of  its  constitution,  and  hence  with  no  oth» 
activity  but  that  which  it  shows  as  the  natural  term  of  the 
sentient  principle;  whereas  the  concept  of  body  (the 
extended)  as  term  of  the  sentient  principle,  involves, 
besides,  a  passivity  which  the  corporeal  nature  has  with 
relation  both  to  the  spirit  whose  term  it  is,  and  to  other 
external  powers  or  forces  which  move  and  modify  it  inde-  • 
pendently  of  our  spirits. 

Hence,  if,  in  order  to  obtain  the  concept  of  distinct 
space,  viz.,  of  some  space,  it  is  sufficient  to  abstract  fnwn 
body ;  in  order  to  obtain  the  full  concept  of  body,  we  re- 
quire experience  to  show  us  that  body  is  a  being  which 
acts  in  the  spirit,  and  upon  which  the  spirit  reacts,  modi- 
fying it,  and,  finally,  upon  which  other  foreign  forces  and 
powers  likewise  act,  producing  in  it  movements  and  modi- 
fications. From  all  these  informations  gathered  from 
experience,  we  infer  the  character  of  that  force  which 
diffuses  itself  in  extension  and  is  called  body.* 


♦  These  reflections  serve  to  refute  the 
error  of  the  Cartesians  who  confounded 
space  with  body^^  making  the  essence  of 
tnc  latter  consist  in  extension.  They 
fell  into  this  error  from  not  being  abl? 
to  find  any  corporeal  quality  which  ap- 
peared elsewhere  than  in  extension,  for 
which  reason  they  considered  extension 
as  the  substratum  of  corporeal  acci- 
dents, the  first  thing  conceived  in 
lK)dies.  But  they  did  not  reflect  that 
the  extension  of  bodies  is  not  perceived 
distinct  except  by  means  of  ttie  sense, 


and  that,  therefore,  it  is  never  conceived 
alone,  but  along  with  extended  sensa- 
tions, in  which  a  force  is  always  per- 
ceived. Hence  the  force  that  acts  in 
us  is  anterior,  in  the  order  of  concepts, 
to  the  extension  of  bodies,  and  there- 
fore extension  is  not  the  first  thing  that 
is  conceived  in  them.  There  is  con- 
ceived simultaneously  the  force  as  cause 
and  the  extension  as  effect,  two  things 
which)  if  they  do  not  differ  in  time, 
differ,  at  least,  in  logical  order.  That 
the    concept    of    extension    is    dear 
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ARTICLE   III. 

The  Unity  of  Exiension  and  of  the  Extended  is  derived  from  the 
Simplicity  of  the  Sentient  Animal  Principle  (the  Soul  J, 

1 136.  From  vrhat  has  been  said  we  may  now  draw  an 
important  corollary,  which  is,  that  the  unity  which  we  find 
in  extension  and  in  the  corporeal  extended  is  constituted 
by  the  unity  and  simplicity  of  the  sentient  principle,  that 
is,  the  soul. 

In  fact,  the  only  unity  discoverable  in  extension  and 
beings  extended  consists  in  continuity.  If  we  take  away 
continuity,  if  we  mentally  break  it  up  into  smaller  and 
smaller  parts,  space  and  body  go  on  multiplying  in  the 
same  proportion,  and  this  multiplication  has  no  end, 
because  the  continuous  always  remains.  By  this  process, 
therefore,  of  division  and  multiplication  ad  infinitum^  we 
never  reach  a  space  or  a  body  without  continuity,  and  to 
imagine  such  would  be  an  absurdity.  If,  again,  we  remove 
the  continuous  all  at  once,  and  not  bit  by  bit,  all  extension 
and  all  phenomenal  body  vanish.* 

Now,  we  have  seen  that  the  continuity  of  the  extended 
cannot  be  conceived  except  conditionally  on  a  being 
which,  while  retaining  its  identity,  is  simultaneously 
present  in  all  the  assignable  parts  of  the  continuous ;  and 
this  is  what  may  be  affirmed  of  the  soul,  when  we  con- 
sider the  continuous  as  the  unseparated  and  inseparable 
term  of  it. 

1137.  If,  then,  the  only  simplicity  belonging  to  the 
material  world  consists  in  continuity,  and  if  continuity  has 
such  a  nature  that  it  cannot  be  conceived  independently  of 


and  distinct,  we  agree  with  the  Car- 
tesians in  aifirming  (on  this  subject 
may  be  read  with  profit  Cardinal 
GerdU's  ^  Work,  De  VImmaUrialiti 
dt  rAnUy  centre  Locke)  ;  but 
this  does  not  prove  that  extension  is 
the  substance  of  bodies. 

♦  The  truth  that  one  of  the  proper- 
ties of  being  is  simplicity  was  known 
and   taught  by  the    Scnoolmen,  who 


laid  it  down  as  a  principle  that,  '^  Esse 
substantiate  cujuslibet  rei  in  indivisibli 
consistity**  as  St.  Thomas  says  (Sum, 
Theol.y  Pt.  I,  q.  Izxvi,  art.  iv,  ad.  4m). 
This  means  that  where  there  is  no  sim- 
plicity, there  is  no  being,  because  an 
accident  is  not  properly  a  being,  but  an 
entity,  .that  is,  an  appurtenance  of  a 
being. 
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a  sentient  principle,  nay  the  conceiving  of  it  in  this  way 
would  involve  contradiction ;  it  follows  that  the  simplicity 
and  unity  of  the  material  worid  results  from  this  essential, 
condition  and  relation,  that  it  is  the  term  of  the  sentient 
animal  principle,  namely,  of  the  sensitive  soul. 

1 138.  And  here,  I  trust  that  those  who  have  understood 
all  this  argument  will  not  raise  the  objection  that  "the 
fact  of  bodies  being  either  contiguous  to  or  apart  from 
each  other  is  a  condition  of  the  bodies  and  not  of  feeling," 
since  this  objection  would  show  that  they  have  not 
considered, 

i.°  That  immovable  extension  is  the  foundation  of  the 
continuous  even  in  bodies,  which  are  only  forces  diffused 
in  extension,  and  this  has  its  seat  in  the  sentient  prin- 
ciple ; 

2.°  That  the  contiguity  of  bodies  is  nothing  with 
respect  to  the  single  bodies  themselves,  none  of  which 
contains  in  itself  the  relation  of  nearness  or  contiguity  to 
the  others,  so  that  this  relation  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
concepts  of  them,  and  is  merely  a  relation  which  each  of 
them  has  to  the  term  of  the  sentient  principle,  that  is,  to 
immovable  and  immodifiable  extension.  Their  contiguity, 
therefore,  is  a  relation  to  the  sentient  principle,  which  feek 
them  in  the  space  whereby,  as  by  its  proper  term,  it  is 
informed. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

ESSENTIAL    RELATIONS     OF     TEMPORAL     BEING    TO     THE 

SENTIENT  PRINCIPLE. 

ARTICLE  I. 
Development  of  the  Concept  of  Time, 

1 139.  Given  a  being  whose  concept  excludes  the/^«t- 
bility  of  succession,  that  being  is  called  eternal.  Such 
are  ideas,*  such  is  the  necessary  being,  God. 

And  be  it  observed  that,  in  order  that  a  being  may 
deserve  to  be  called  eternal,  it  must  not  only  exclude  the 
fact  of  succession  but  even  its  possibility,  so  that  to  think 
succession  in  it  would  be  equivalent  to  destroying  it. 
Thus  an  immobile  material  atom  is  without  succession, 
but  it  might  have  succession,  because  we  might  think  of 
changes  taking  place  in  it  without  annihilating  the  concept 
of  it.     Therefore  it  is  not  an  eternal  thing. 

1 140.  Succession  implies  change;  hence,  what  is  eternal 
is  also  unchangeable. 

For  the  same  reason,  that  which  has  begun  to  be,  or 
even  that  which  can  without  contradiction  be  thought  as 
having  begun  to  be,  is  not  eternal ;  since,  if  a  thing  can  begin 
to  be,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  us  from  thinking  another 
thing  beginning  to  be  before  or  after  it,  or  from  thinking 
it  as  ending,  after  having  begun.  It  is,  therefore,  at  once 
possible  to  think  that  that  thing  is  the  term  of  a  successive 
series,  that  it  admits  of  succession.  The  same  must  be 
said  also  of  space,  which  we  can  very  well  conceive  as 

*  New  Essay y  vol.  ii,  797-799.    Restoration^  &c.,  Bk.  Ill,  chaps,  mix-liii. 
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having  had  a  commencement,  without  thereby  in  any  way 
involving  its  annihilation. 

1 141.  Let  us,  therefore,  carefully  consider  the  concept  of 
succession^  since  it  is  necessary  to  that  of  time. 

Succession  implies  a  series  of  events.  Now  these 
events  do  not,  taken  singly,  form  the  succession  or  time, 
but  taken  all  together  they  contribute  to  form  it.  If,  then, 
time  does  not  lie  in  the  events  taken  each  by  itself,  we  are 
bound  to  say  that  it  lies  outside  of  the  events,  because 
every  event  is  essentially  singular  and,  in  its  singularity, 
complete,  so  that  the  concept  of  it  neither  requires  nor  has 
any  essential  relation  to  another  event.  Time,  on  the  con- 
trary, consists  in  the  relation  of  several  events  to  one 
another. 

1142.  Now,  if  this  relation  which  constitutes  time  is 
not  in  the  events,  where  is  it  ? 

We  reply  that  this  relation,  when  realised^  is,  in  the  first 
instance,  in  the  sentient  principle^  which  apprehends 
several  events,  and  apprehends  them  as  disposed  in 
successive  order. 

This  is  a  fact  which  cannot  be  ascertained  except  by 
internal  observation ;  but,  when  we  have  ascertained  it,  we 
can  analyze  it  and,  by  meditating  on  its  nature,  try  to 
discover  the  conditions  under  which  the  sentient  principle 
can  apprehend  several  successive  events,  cg,^  several  modi- 
fications of  itself. 

1 143.  In  order  that  the  sentient  principle  may  appre- 
hend as  its  term  several  successive  events,  it  seems  neces- 
sary that  they,  by  remaining  in  it  in  some  way,  should 
render  themselves  contemporaneous.  The  reason  of  this 
is,  that  if  one,  after  being  apprehended,  passed  away 
entirely  before  another  arrived,  the  single  events  would 
indeed  appear  in  the  sentient  principle  as  they  are  in 
themselves,  but  the  relation  of  succession  between  them 
would  not  be  apprehended.  It  would  not  exist  in  the  prin- 
ciple any  more  than  in  the  events,  and  when  thought 
supervened,  it  would  find  no  succession. 

1 144.  It  is  well  to  note,  that  thought  takes  things  as 
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Aey  are,  as  it  receives  them  from  feeling,  and  does  not 
change  them ;  *  hence  succession,  in  order  to  be  thought, 
must  exist  before  thought,  in  feeling  itself.  What  thought 
does  is  to  conceive  this  succession  as  possible^  and,  as  such, 
to  render  indefinite  that  finite  succession  which  feeling  pre- 
sents to  it.  This  it  does  through  the  idea  of  possibility,  as 
we  have  elsei^ere  said.t  Nevertheless,  it  always  remains 
true  that  feeling  must  previously  have  presented  to  it, 
in  its  own  reality,  a  finite  succession.  We  shall  under- 
stand this  better,  if  we  reflect  that,  without  the  aid  of 
feelings  to  mark  things  in  the  idea  of  being,  there  wotdl 
not  even  be  memory.  Indeed,  it  is  certain  that  if  all  feel- 
ing should  vanish  from  the  intellective  soul,  all  memory  of 
events  and  real  things  would  cease  likewise,  and  these 
would  remain  before  it  only  ideal  being  without  determinar 
tions  or  differences  of  any  kind,  there  being  nothing  to 
mark  special  and  real  things  in  it.  All  that  could  remain 
would  be  certain  aptitudes,  potentialities,  habits  of  the 
soul,  incapable  of  passing  into  act. 

1 145.  But  in  order  that  we  may  see  more  clearly  what 
part  is  played  by  thought  and  what  by  feeling  in  the  con- 
stituting of  time,  we  must  investigate  more  closely  the  fact 
of  memory,  a  faculty  which  belongs  to  the  order  of  intelli- 
gence, and  properly  to  the  reason.  Let  us,  therefore,  here 
speak  of  memory.  Memory  has  two  principal  fimctions, 
the  one  called  retention^  whose  ofiftce  it  is  to  preserve  know** 
ledge,  the  other  called  reminiscence^  whose  office  it  is  to 
recall  knowledge  to  the  reflective  attention  of  the  mind, 
when  man  requires  it. 

1 146.  We  will  not  delay  upon  the  second  of  these  func- 
tions; but  we  must  deal  at  some  length  with  the  first, 
which  is  either  conscious  or  unconscious. 

Unconscious  retention  is  what  the  ancients  called  habit  of 
memory,  a  habit  whereby  the  cognitions  we  have  acquired 
remain  in  us,  without  our  giving  reflex  attention  to  them. 

Conscious  retention  is  that  activity  whereby  a  certain 

♦  Philosophical  System^  67-104  ;  Re-  1"  New  Essay,  vol.  ii,  776-778. 

storation,  &c.,  Bk.  Ill,  chap,  xlvii. 
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cognition  remains  present  to  our  reflection  and  conscious- 
ness, whether  from  our  having  recalled  it  through  reminis- 
cence, or  having  continuously  reflected  on  it, 

1147.  We  say,  therefore,  that  a  past  event,  in  order  to 
be  present  in  our  consciousness,  requires, 

I .°  That  a  trace  of  the  event  shall  have  remained  in  the 
imagination  or,  in  some  way,  in  feeling.  Now  this  trace  is 
not  the  event  of  which  we  think,  and  which  is  already  past, 
but  it  is  a  sort  of  sign  of  it ; 

2.°  That  there  be  further  applied  a  special  virtue  of 
thought,  whereby  the  mind  is  enabled  to  pass  from  the 
sign  to  the  thing  sigfnified,  that  is  to  say,  by  means  of  the 
remaining  trace,  transport  itself  back  to  the  event  which 
no  longer  is,  and  so  finish  the  act  of  thought  in  the  past  as 
in  its  term.  Now  this  thing  is  not  so  easy  to  explaixL 
We  have  explained  it  elsewhere,  but  for  the  sake  of  aiding 
the  reader,  we  will  here  give  a  risumi  of  our  explanation. 

1 148.  In  the  first  place,  let  it  be  borne  in  mind  that  the 
mere  notion  of  an  event  is  neither  past  nor  future :  it  is 
present  in  the  idea.  This  notion,  therefore,  gives  us  no 
knowledge  of  the  event  save  in  its  nature  and  possibility. 
So  far  there  is  no  question  of  time,  because  time  is  a  rela- 
tion proper  to  real  things  and  not  to  ideas.  But  for  the 
very  reason  that  the  notion  or  possibility  of  the  event  is 
free  from  all  time,  it  may  be  applied  to  any  time.  I  may 
think  of  the  event  as  possibly  having  happened  or  as 
possibly  going  to  happen.  We  must,  therefore,  inquire 
how  man  passes  from  the  knowledge  of  an  event  as 
possible  to  that  of  the  same  event  as  real  and  therefore,  of 
course,  situated  at  a  given  point  of  time.  Now,  real  being 
is  cognised  only  through  feeling;  which,  again,  is  a  mani- 
fest proof  of  the  necessity  of  feeling  in  order  that  the  time 
of  an  event  may  be  thought. 

1 149.  But  the  feeling  of  the  perception  whereby  one 
was  present  at  the  event  in  question  ceases — 

True ;  but  we  must  observe  that  perception  is  formed 
by  means  of  a  judgment,  and  being,  further,  accompanied 
by  several  reflections,  as  happens  in  the  fiill  grown  man,  it 
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is  accompanied  by  several  judgments.  These  judgments 
cause  man  to  know  several  things  about  the  event.  Let 
us  see  what  these  judgments  and  these  cognitions  are. 

The  judgment  proper  to  perception  is  to  the  effect 
that  the  event,  the  fact,  the  being  of  which  there  is  ques- 
tion, subsists.  Man  thus  acquires  the  knowledge  of  the 
subsistence  of  that  entity,  under  which  word  I  embrace 
every  being,  event,  fact,  action. 

This  judgment  is  accompanied  by  many  others,  which 
determine  the  entity  by  the  relations  of  contemporaneity 
in  which  it  stands  to  other  entities.  The  fact  is,  that 
entity  is  not  perceived  alone.  Along  with  it  are  perceived 
many  others  which  surround  it  and  co-exist  with  it.  This 
circumstance  conveys  to  man  other  cognitions,  t.e.y  as 
many  cognitions  as  are  the  judgments  whereby  it  has 
affirmed  that  the  entity  in  question  co-exists  with  some 
other  or  others. 

Moreover;  among  the  entities  co-existing  with  that 
particular  one,  some  began  after  it  had  begun,  or  else  they 
had  begun  before,  and  were  continuing  when  it  began. 
Other  entities  ended  before  it,  or  continued  after  it  ceased. 
In  the  act  of  perception,  therefore,  or  to  speak  more 
correctly,  of  the  many  contemporaneous  perceptions,  and 
the  reflex  judgments  which  accompany  them,  the  human 
spirit  acquires  the  knowledge  of  the  chronological  order  in 
which  the  contemporaneous  entities  began.  Now,  since  life 
is  a  continuous  series  of  perceptions  and  reflections,  of 
judgments  and  chronological  cognitions,  it  follows  that,  as 
these  cognitions  remain  in  the  spirit,  this  comes  to  know 
the  chronological  order  of  the  entities  or  events  perceived. 
Thus  the  whole  difficulty  reduces  itself  to  explaining  how 
these  cognitions  are  preserved  in  the  spirit,  because,  given 
that  they  are  preserved,  the  spirit,  by  that  very  fact,  knows 
which  preceded  and  which  followed,  and  whether  a  given 
event  had  many  or  few  events  before  it.  In  other  words, 
it  knows  succession  and  time,  and  gradually  learns  to 
measure  it  more  or  less  accurately  by  means  of  periodicity. 
We  see,  therefore,  how  the  chronological  cognitions  and 
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the  events  which  fall  within  our  knowledge  on  occasion  of 
contemporaneous  perceptions  are  preserved.  I  say  "  con- 
temporaneous perceptions,"  because  it  is  always  a  contem- 
poraneous event  that  marks  the  beginning*  and  end  of 
another.  This  latter  again  marks  the  beginning  and  end 
of  events  contemporary  with  itself,  and  so  on  successively. 
What  then  are  these  chronological  cognitions  r  They 
are  so  many  affirmations,  judgments,  persuasions.  Now, 
what  is  an  affirmation  ?  An  act  of  the  rational  principle. 
If  this  act  never  ceased,  the  knowledge  which  it  produces 
in  the  spirit  would,  as  a  consequence,  likewise  never  cease, 
but  would  always  be  present  to  the  spirit,  for  example,  the 
knowledge  that  before  the  sun  set,  a  fi-iend  from  a  distance 
came  to  us.  If  the  affirmation  which  we  pronounced  when 
the  friend  came  to  us  always  remained  in  act,  it  would 
likewise  always  remain  present  to  our  spirits.  Be  it 
observed  that,  on  this  supposition  of  the  immobile  presence 
of  this  knowledge  before  our  spirits,  the  object  of  the 
knowledge  would  never  vary  through  lapse  of  time;  it 
would  always  remain  the  same.  We  should  always  know 
equally  what  we  knew  when  we  first  pronounced  the  judg- 
ment :  "  That  friend  arrived  before  sunset."  These  two 
events,  the  arrival  of  the  friend  and  the  setting  of  the  sun, 
would  in  this  cognition  always  be  arranged  in  that  order. 
This  is,  therefore,  a  most  important  fact  to  bear  in  mind  ; 
the  object  of  a  cognition  does  not,  while  that  cognition 
endures,  change  with  the  lapse  of  time,  but  remains  always 
the  same.  In  the  case  just  named,  it  is  always  a  matter  (rf 
friend  and  sunset,  even  though  centuries  should  pass. 
Now  this  identity  of  the  object  of  a  cognition  is  preserved 
not  only  on  the  hypothesis  that  that  cognition  remains 
permanently  present  to  our  spirit,  but  also  if,  afiter  it  has 
ceased,  we  can  recall  it  to  thought :  for,  although  it  is 
true  that  our  spirit  in  turning  anew  its  thought  to  the 
said  cognition,  would  perform  a  fresh  act  different  from  the 
first ;  yet  the  object  of  this  fresh  act  would  be  identical 
with  that  of  the  old  one  which  had  ceased,  and  the  identity 
of  the  object  is  what  constitutes  the  identity  of  the  know- 
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ledge.  This  applies  not  only  to  chronological  cogfnitions, 
but  to  all  cognitions  indiscriminately.  If  I  think  a 
thousand  times  of  this  truth,  "  Two  and  two  make  four,"  I 
perform  a  thousand  different  acts ;  but  the  object  of  all 
these  acts  is  always  the  same  and,  therefore,  the  knowledge 
is  identical.  If  I  think  a  thousand  times  that  Alexander 
the  son  of  Philip  existed,  I  again  perform  a  thousand  acts, 
but  the  object  is  always  the  same :  with  each  of  the  acts  I 
think  the  same  Alexander  and  the  same  Philip,  and  that  the 
one  was  father  and  the  other  son.  The  multiplicity  of  my 
acts  does  not  multiply  the  objects.  This,  therefore,  holds 
good,  whether  the  object  of  the  knowledge  is  a  necessary 
truth,  as  for  instance  that  "  Two  and  two  make  four,"  or  a 
contingent  fact,  like  that  of  the  existence  of  Alexander, 
the  son  of  Philip.  This  means  that  the  objects  of  our 
knowledge  are  free  from  time,  because  neither  the  time 
that  elapses,  nor  the  succession  of  the  events  alters  them. 
But  be  it  noted,  they  are  free  from  time  as  objects  of  know- 
ledge, not  in  themselves.  The  contingent  is  subject  to 
time,  and,  in  fact,  between  Philip  and  Alexander  there  was 
succession  and,  hence,  time.  We  must,  therefore,  conclude 
that  thought  apprehends  time,  but  not  temporally.  It 
apprehends  that  which  is  temporal,  but  outside  of  time, 
just  as  we  have  seen  that  the  extended  is  apprehended  by 
our  spirit  in  an  unextended  way.  If,  therefore,  the  object 
of  cognition  is  temporal,  and  yet,  in  so  far  as  it  is  the 
object  of  a  cognition,  it  is  not  subject  to  time,  so  that  the 
spirit  apprehends  it  outside  of  time,  where  does  it  appre- 
hend it  ?  We  must  needs  concede,  that  the  spirit  appre- 
hends time  and  the  temporal  in  the  eternal,  because,  as  we 
have  seen,  when  the  possibility  of  time  is  excluded,  there 
remains  only  eternity. 

1 150.  We  shall  understand  how  this  is,  if  we  reflect 
that  in  ideal  beings  which  is  necessary  and  eternal,  we  see 
(jfeeling  being,  of  course,  presupposed)  also  the  contingent 
and  the  successive,  and  reality  itself  as  possible,  />., 
capable  of  subsisting  (idea  of  reality) :  and  when  we  pro- 
nounce that  this  reality  is  actually  subsistent,  we  do  so 
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purely  and  simply  in  virtue  of  an  affirmation  which  unites 
said  reality  with  the  essence  we  find  actuated  in  it 
Hence,  however  often  we  may  pronounce  such  subsistence, 
we  always  pronounce  the  reality  of  the  same  essence  and, 
therefore,  always  the  same  identical  thing.  In  this  way  it 
becomes  clear  that  thought,  judgment,  affirmation,  do  not 
by  repetition  change  their  object,  but  seize  it  and  place  H 
before  the  mind  in  an  eternal  and  immutable  manner. 

1 15 1.  It  will  be  remembered  that  here  we  have  intro- 
duced two  hypotheses,  the  first,  that  the  judgment  which 
produces  in  us  the  chronological  cognition  of  beings  on 
occasion  of  our  successive  perceptions,  leaves  behind  some 
trace  of  this  cognition  as  a  deposit  in  our  spirit;  the 
other,  that  the  spirit  reproduces  it,  after  it  has  disappeared. 
From  both  these  hypotheses  we  have  concluded  alike  that 
when  the  succession  of  several  beings  is  once  known,  it 
may  be  known  equally  many  times,  without  this  being  at 
all  interfered  with  by  the  lapse  of  time.  But  in  order  that 
we  may  not  leave  behind  an5rthing  of  a  nature  to  disturb 
the  minds  of  those  who  may  follow  us  in  these  researches, 
we  will  now  ask :  "  Which  of  the  two  hypotheses  is  in 
accordance  with  fact  ? "  The  second  is  commonly  pre- 
ferred, because  experience  shows  that  many  cognitions  are 
forgotten,  and  afterwards  brought  back  to  recollection; 
which  seems  to  indicate  that  they  are  not  continuously 
preserved  in  us.  Nevertheless,  this  hypothesis  is  open  to 
serious  difficulties.  In  the  first  place,  if  those  cognitions 
were  not  preserved,  at  least  in  a  faint  way,  it  would  be  im- 
possible to  explain  how  they  were  recalled.  Indeed, 
where  and  how  could  we  find  them,  if  they  were  lost  ?  It 
cannot  be  replied  that  we  find  them  through  their  associa- 
tion with  other,  present,  cognitions ;  since  if  they  are  alto- 
gether lost,  that  association  cannot  exist.  Nor,  again,  can 
we  find  them  by  a  play  of  instinct,  because  instinct,  being 
only  the  movement  of  the  sense,  supposes  sense,  and  there- 
fore supposes  the  cognitions  as  preserved  in  some  way  in 
our  feeling.  Besides,  they  are  frequently  recalled,  not 
instinctively,  but  by  a  decree  of  the  will  and  at  pleasure. 


CONCEPT  OF  TIME,  i^^i, 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  perfectly  certain  that  we  lose 
consciousness  of  those  cognitions,  and  again  recover  it. 
All  these  difficulties  vanish  from  him  who  knows  the 
theory  of  consciousness.  He  will  readily  understand  how 
acquired  cognitions  can  remain  in  our  spirits,  present, 
actual,  living,  and  yet  devoid  of  all  consciousness.  It  has 
already  been  shown  by  us  that  "  no  act  of  the  intelligent 
spirit  is  known  to  itself,"  because  an  intellectual  act  is 
^ways  directed  to  knowing  its  object  and  never  to  know- 
ing itself.  A  second  act,  reflected  upon  the  first,  is,  there- 
fore, necessary,  an  act  whereby  the  first  act  may  become 
an  object,  and  thus  we  may  be  said  to  know,  and  to  know 
that  we  know.  We  must,  therefore,  adhere  to  the  first 
hypothesis  and  say  that,  in  order  to  render  ourselves  con- 
scious of  a  cognition,  it  is  not  enough  for  us  to  have  had  it 
once,  but  we  must  furthermore  have  preserved  it  in  us  all 
along.  It  is  not,  therefore,  absurd  to  affirm  that  cogni- 
tions once  received  into  the  spirit  always  remain  there,  and 
that  what  ceases  is  the  attention*  which  the  spirit  directs  to 
them,  and  reflection — ^two  acts  without  which  there  is  no 
consciousness  of  an3rthing  that  is  in  our  spirit. 

1 152.  Let  us  now  resume  the  course  of  our  reasoning. 
Thought  knows  succession  in  a  manner  into  which  no 
succession  enters ;  but  this  only  on  condition  that  succes- 
sion has  once  been  offered  to  it  in  perception,  and  in  the 
reflex  judgments  which  take  place  along  therewith.  Now, 
we  have  said  that  perception  and  the  accompanying  judg- 
ments present  succession  to  thought  because  during  the 
perception  of  one  entity  others  are  perceived  that  begin  or 
end,  and  these  perceptions  succeed  each  other,  gradually 
leaving  in  the  spirit  the  chronological  cognitions  of  events. 
But  all  this  implies  the  duration  of  the  perception.  Indeed, 
we  could  not  conceive  succession  in  events,  if  there  were 
not  a  certain  duration  between  each  of  them.  Now  dura- 
tion implies  that  which  endures,  for  example,  the  perception 

*  Attention  is  the  activity  of  the  in-  that  is,  has  not  yet  come  forth  into  a 
tdligent  subject.  Without  attention,  second  act.  The  primitive  intuition  is 
the  subject  receives  but  does  not  operate,     a  rectptivt  act,  not  an  actuated  act. 
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itself.  Duration  belongs  to  that  which  exists,  while  on  the 
other  hand  nothing  can  exist  only  for  an  instant,  since  that 
has  no  duration.  The  instant  is  but  the  beginning  and 
the  ending  of  duration.  Therefore,  the  succession  <rf 
events,  that  is,  of  their  beginnings  and  endings  implies  the 
duration  of  a  being,  in  which  duration,  as  in  a  ther- 
mometer, all  the  instants  at  which  the  events  that  change 
and  succeed  each  other  in  it  are  marked.  Time,  therefore, 
in  itself  may  be  defined  as  "  the  relation  between  duraium 
and  5ucc€ssio7i.*'  But  the  concepts  of  duration  and  succes- 
sion are  correlatives,  so  that  the  one  can  neither  be  known 
nor  exist  without  the  other.  Indeed,  as  there  is  no  succes- 
sion, unless  between  one  event  and  another  (which  always 
involves  a  beginning  and  an  ending)  there  be  some  dura- 
tion, so  duration  cannot  be  understood  except  through  the 
possibility  of  there  being  a  certain  succession  of  events  to 
refer  it  to.* 

^153-  We  must,  therefore,  proceed  to  consider  what  is 
duration :  first,  the  duration  of  thought ;  then  the  duration 
of  intellective  perception  ;  then  that  of  feeling,  and,  finally, 
that  of  material  being.  When  our  understanding,  in  this 
meditation,  shall  be  satisfied,  then  the  nature  of  time  will 
be  sufiiciently  explained  for  us. 

The  duration  of  thought  consists  in  the  identity  of  the 
object  thought  of.  We  have  seen  that  every  object  of 
intellective  cognition,  as  such,  is  immutable,  so  that  when 
thought  turns  to  another  object,  it  is  at  once  another 
thought,  different  from  the  previous  one.  But  so  long  as 
the  spirit  does  not  turn  to  another  object,  the  object  being 
immutable,  the  thought  likewise  remains  immutable. 
Since,  then,  the  object  which  determines  a  given  thought 
to  be  what  it  is  never  fails,  because  the  object  of  a  cogni- 
tion is  eternal,  and  since  thought  is  possible  every  time 
that  there  is  the  object,  it  follows  that  the  duration  of 

♦  The  concept  of  <f«ra//b«,  therefore,  indicate  a   relation    of   opposition   in 

springs  from   the  concept  of  eternity  which  the  being  of  God  or  of  the  idea 

considered  in  relation  to  a  possible  sue-  stands  to  contingent  things  subject  to 

cession.  Hence,  when  we  say  that  God  succession.     In  Himself  God  does  not 

endures,  or  that  an  idea  endures,  we  endure,  but  is. 
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iioBght  is  a  participation  in  the  eternity  of  its  object.  At 
lie  same  time,  omring  to  the  limitation  of  the  thinking  sub- 
ject, the  act  of  thoug'ht  ceases  and  ends,  although  the  being 
tiddi  was  its  object  remains ;  and  this  ceasing  is  precisely 
ie  instant  in  iKrhich  its  duration  ends. 

1154.  Noiw  the  knowledge  that  one  event  preceded 
another  is  received  by  the  spirit  through  perception. 
How,  then,  is  the  duration  of  perception  explained  ?  Per- 
ception cannot  endure  unless  the  feeling  to  which  it  refers 
adores ;  •  nor  can  the  feeling  endure  unless  both  the 
sentient  being-  and  the  felt  being  endure.  We  must, 
dhttefore,  ex^plain  the  duration  of  felt  being,  the  object  of 
perception.      How  is  the  duration  of  beings  explained  ? 

1 155.  The  subsistence  of  a  contingent  being  is  simply 
the  realization  of  its  idea.  This  realization  is  effected  by 
4e  first  cause  of  things,  is,  in  fact,  creation.  Now  the 
Supreme  Cause  is  necessary  and  eternal,  as  also  is  the 
Oia.  The  way  in  which  the  Supreme  Cause  creates  or 
realizes  contingent  beings  is  through  understanding.  In 
other  words,  creation  is  an  act  of  God's  practical  reason,  of 
His  operating  thought.  God  causes  things  to  subsist  by 
an  act  analogous  to  that  whereby  man  thinks  them  as  sub- 
sistent.  The  thought  of  man,  as  we  have  seen,  on  the  side 
of  the  known  object  (even  when  contingent)  or  of  the  ktimv- 
Udge  gained,  is  immutable  and  eternal ;  but  it  ceases 
through  the  deficiency  of  the  thinking  subject.  On  the 
other  handy  the  immediate  object  of  God's  thought  is  like- 
wise eternal ;  but  equally  eternal  and  unfailing  is  the 
drinking   subject,  that  is,  God   Himself.     Hence   created 

•  In  regard  to  the  duration  of  per-  fixed  upon  the  sun,  and  may  even  close 

ccption,  let  the  reader  obser\'e,  I  .**  That  them  for  some  time,  still  each  time  that 

xxoe  dement  of  it  may  endure  while  we  again  perceive  the  sun,  we  consider 

tile  others  change,  and  this  suffices  to  our  perception  to  be  the  same,  inas- 

jTfe  a  duration  to  which  to  refer  the  much  as  it  has  the  same  object,  and  the 

changes.     For  example,  in  the  percep-  knowledge  given  us  by  it  remains  iden- 

tion  of  the  sun,  although  the  accidents  tical ;  3.**  That  what  remains  identical 

of  light  may  change,  the  sun  perceived  in  every  enduring  perception  is  always 

is  alwa}*s  the  same  at  all  hours  of  the  the  being.    The  actions  and  passions  of 

day.  or  is  considered  such;  2.**  That  the  the  being  change,  and  it  is  just  these 

i(£^Y^  of  a  perception,  the  object  re-  that  give   the  succession  which  is  re 


cuining  identical,  supplies  for  its  con-      ferred  to  the  duration  presented  by  the 
tiBiiation.     For  example,  although  we      being  itself, 
do  not  keep  our  c>'es  all  day  immovably 
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things  can  endure  at  God's  will ;  and  this  will,  in  fact,  is 
without  repentance.  Hence  the  beings  once  created 
endure  to  all  eternity,  because  they  are  the  work  of  God. 
On  the  contrary,  their  actions  and  passions,  having  for 
their  subject  and  proximate  cause  the  contingent  and 
deficient  beings  themselves,  cease.  They  begin,  end,  begin 
again,  with  an  incessant  vicissitude  and  succession. 

The  outcome  of  this  is,  that  duration  is  a  participation 
of  the  eternity  of  God,  and  stuxession  the  effiect  of  the 
limitation  and  deficiency  of  creatures.  Now  time  is 
precisely  this  succession,  referred  to  and,  as  it  were,  marked 
in  degrees  upon  that  duration. 

1 156.  Thus  we  can  see  clearly  how  entities  endure  and 
succeed  each  othery  and  how  their  duration  is  measured  by 
number,  or  by  the  series  of  the  successive  actions  of  beings.* 

ARTICLE   II. 
Time  is  not  in  Material  Things. 

1 157.  Having  thus  explained  the  nature  of  time,  we 
now  return  to  our  original  questions,  which  were  :  Is  there 
time  in  material  things  ?  Is  there  time  in  feeling  ?  Is  it 
only  thought  that  forms  time  ? 

From  what  has  been  said  it  is  manifest  that  time  can- 
not be  in  material  things,  because  their  unity  and,  there- 
fore, their  duration,  is  due  to  the  sentient  principle  in 
which  they  are,  and  not  to  themselves.  For  this  reason 
the  relation  between  succession  and  duration  is  not  a  thing 
that  can  exist  in  any  assignable  part  of  matter,  as  matter, 
because  there  is  no  part  without  continuous  extension,  and 
this  does  not  belong  to  matter,  as  matter. 

1 158.  Besides,  when  we  set  aside  those  phenomenal 
changes  which  appear  in  matter  by  reason  of  its  relation  to 
the  sentient  principle,  and  take  matter  in  its  pure  concept, 
we  can  conceive  no  change  as  possible  in  it  except  that  of 

*  In  order  to  find  the  unitv  of  these  intensitv,  as  we  have  explained  in  the 
actions,  it  is  necessary  that  they  should  New  Essay ^  vol.  ii,  764-797,  to  whidi 
all  be  made  equal,  that  is,  of  tne  same     we  refer  the  reader. 
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motion^  which  is  a  relation  to  space.  But  space,  the  con- 
tinuousy  does  not  belong  to  matter  considered  by  itself; 
hence,  in  matter,  as  purely  such,  it  is  impossible  to  conceive 
changes  and,  consequently,  succession. 

1 159.  Moreover,  matter  has  no  multiplicity,  for  every 
portion  of  matter  is  one,  and  remains  one,  ending  in  itself, 
without  being  able  to  add  to  itself  another  portion,  from 
which  its  existence  is  entirely  separate  and  its  reality 
entirely  distinct. 

1 1 60.  Of  course,  if  in  the  material  being  there  were  a 
simple  principle,  this  principle  might  contain  in  itself  a 
certain  succession  of  developments,  which  succession 
would  have  a  physical  nextis  with  the  immutable  and 
enduring  principle  of  that  being ;  and  in  this  case  time 
would  in  a  certain  way  be  realised  in  it ;  but  when 
corporeal  matter  is  considered  apart  from  feeling,  which 
does  not  belong  to  its  concept,  it  has  no  longer,  we  repeat, 
either  simplicity  or  unity.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  we  admit 
a  corporeal  principUy  this  can  be  neither  body  nor  matter, 
since  it  is  their  principle,  and,  therefore,  even  if  it  did  con- 
tain time,  the  merely  material  being  would  not  yet  contain 
the  same. 

ARTICLE  III. 

There  is  time  in  Simple  Beings  subject  to  modifications^  such  as  the 

Sentient  Principle, 

1 161.  Let  us  return,  then,  to  sensitive  being,  in  which 
there  is  a  simple  principle,  the  source  of  different  sensions 
and  modifications,  activities  and  passivities.  Herein  we 
conceive  a  duration  belonging  to  the  said  principle,  which 
remains  always  the  same ;  we  likewise  conceive  successioti  in 
its  particular  sensions ;  finally,  we  conceive  a  physical  nexus 
between  the  duration  of  the  principle  and  the  succession  of 
its  passions  and  actions,  inasmuch  as  these  are  virtually 
contained  in  the  principle,  and,  given  certain  conditions, 
flow  from  it  and  belong  to  it  as  their  subject.  Now  these 
three  elements — duratuntj  succession  and  nexus  between  the 
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two— complete  the  concept  of  time.  Time,  therefbre,  exists 
in  the  nature  of  feeling.  But,  when  one  tries  to  explain 
all  this,  the  mind  meets  with  difficult  knots,  and  it  is  a 
wonder  if  it  does  not  stagger  and  feel  lost. 

1 162.  It  will  be  well  to  touch  here  upon  these  difficul- 
ties, because,  if  they  were  passed  over,  our  reasoning  coold 
not  produce  full  persuasion  of  the  truth. 

The  transient  and  successive  acts  of  a  sentient  princi|de» 
when  they  cease,  either  leave  behind  them  a  trace  in  die 
principle  itself,  or  they  do  not.  If  they  leave  no  trace, 
there  cannot  remain  in  the  principle  any  succession  of  acts 
in  a  contemporaneous  mode,  as  is  necessary  in  order  that 
time  may  exist.  For,  as  we  have  seen,  time  implies 
succession,  and  there  is  no  succession  unless  it  can  exist 
all  together  and,  therefore,  contemporaneously,  viz.,  unless 
there  is  something  to  join  its  links  in  unity.  If,  on  Ae 
other  hand,  the  successive  acts,  in  passing,  leave  traces  of 
themselves  in  the  sentient  principle,  these  traces  are  not 
the  acts  themselves;  hence  what  the  sentient  principle  pre- 
serves in  itself  would  not  be  the  succession  of  the  acts,  but 
the  succession  of  their  traces ;  and  time  would  have  to  be 
created  by  means  of  these.  But  what  is  this  succession  of 
traces  ?  It  certainly  is  not  their  duration,  because  in 
simple  duration  there  is  no  succession.  To  say  that  the 
traces  come  in  succession  is  simply  the  same  as  to  say  that 
they  begin  and,  in  case  they  should  end,  terminate  one 
after  the  other ;  whereas  our  supposition  now  is  that  they 
remain  permanent.  Now  the  beginning  of  every  trace  dis- 
appears in  an  instant  and  leaves  not  a  vestige  behind. 
The  trace  that  endures  remains,  but  the  instant  of  its 
beginning  does  not  remain.  If,  then,  the  fact  of  the  traces 
beginning  one  after  the  other,  which  is  what  forms  succes- 
sion, gives  only  a  series  of  instants  the  preceding  one  of 
which  no  longer  is  when  the  subsequent  one  comes,  we 
must  conclude  that  the  succession  does  not  remain  and  is 
not  gathered  in  by  a  being  having  it  present  to  itself. 
Indeed,  the  sentient  principle  does  not  and  cannot  retain 
the  diflFerent  beginnings  of  its  traces,  since  owing  to  their 
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essentially  instantaneous  nature  they  vanish  as  quickly  as 
they  come.  Hence  there  is  the  same  difficulty  in  under- 
standing how  the  sentient  principle  can  collect  in  itself  the 
succession  of  the  vestiges  left  by  its  acts,  as  there  is  in 
understanding  how  it  can  collect  and  preserve  in  itself  the 
succession  of  its  transient  acts.  We  must,  therefore,  look 
for  another  way  of  overcoming  this  difficulty. 

1 163.  It  will  be  found  by  meditating  on  the  nature  of 
duration.  The  concept  which  we  have  given  of  duration  is 
that  it  is  "  a  participation  of  eternity."  As  ideal  being  is 
altogether  free  from  time,  so  also  its  realisation  partakes  of 
the  same  freedom  (although  it  can  do  so  only  in  a  limited 
way),  and  this  is  duration.  Duration,  therefore,  implies 
identify.  As  the  essence  of  a  being  is  always  the  same  in 
whatever  instant  it  is  considered,  so  a  real  being  character- 
ised by  simplicity  is  likewise  always  the  same  in  whatever 
instant  it  acts  or  suffers.  It  follows  from  this,  that  the 
sentient  principle  which  performs  one  act  is  the  identical 
one  that  performs  all  the  succeeding  acts.  Being  identical, 
it  is  necessarily  present  to  all  the  acts  which  it  performs  :  it 
is  therefore  present  to  the  whole  succession,  without  being 
itself  subject  to  succession,  or  being  a  link  in  it.  By  look- 
ing at  the  sentient  principle  in  this  light,  we  see  clearly 
how  it  can  collect  in  itself  the  whole  succession  of  its  acts, 
as  well  as  that  of  the  vestiges  which  these  leave  in  it,  not- 
withstanding that  the  terms  of  the  succession  of  the  acts 
and  vestiges  pass  away,  so  that  the  one  is  not  present  to 
the  other,  as  would  be  necessary  in  order  to  form  a  succes- 
sion. It  must,  therefore,  be  admitted  that  the  sentient 
principle  is  outside  of  time,  otherwise  it  could  not  receive 
into  itself  succession  and  so  bring  time  into  existence. 
Hence  we  must  repeat  that  time  can  exist  only  in  that 
which  has  no  time,  namely,  exist  in  it  as  its  term.  The 
whole  difficulty,  therefore,  resolves  itself  here  also  into  our 
being  able  mentally  to  persuade  ourselves  that  the  sentient 
principle  (like  every  other  being  which  is  simple)  is  not 
subject  to  time,  but  is,  properly  speaking,  in  eternity,  or,  as 
I  am  wont  to  say,  belongs  to  the  metaphysical  world. 
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1 164.  All  this  reasoning  is,  I  believe,  irrefragable, 
unless  any  one  should  wish  to  deny  the  durcUum  of  the 
sentient  principle,  that  is,  its  tdentity  in  its  successive  acts. 

Supposing  then  that  it  is  impugned,  it  will  be  our  duty 
to  defend  it ;  and  if  we  can  succeed  in  establishing  it  by  in- 
vincible arguments,  our  conclusion  will  then  be  rendered 
secure.  Here  I  have  to  bespeak  the  very  special  attention 
of  the  reader. 

The  first  proof  which  I  shall  adduce  of  the  identical 
duration  of  the  sentient  principle  is  that  which  demonstrates 
in  general  the  necessity  of  the  duration  of  beings.  Let  us 
assume  that  a  being  had  no  duration :  plainly,  it  would  not 
exist  at  all,  because  purely  instantaneous  existence  is  in 
itself  absurd,  an  instant  being  only  the  beginning  or  the 
end  of  a  duration.  But  if  a  being  endures  however  so 
little,  it  must,  while  it  endures,  be  identical,  otherwise 
it  would  have  no  duration,  and  there  would  be  merely  a 
succession  of  similar  beings,  each  of  which  would  be  for  an 
instant.  This,  we  repeat,  is  manifestly  absurd  to  think  ofc 
because  none  of  these  beings  would  be,  since  in  the  very 
instant  in  which  it  was,  it  ceased,  was  not.  Now  was  and 
was  not  make  a  contradiction.  Moreover,  those  beings 
could  never  form  a  succession,  because  between  one  and 
another  there  would  be  no  duration,  since,  as  we  said, 
there  cannot  be  duration,  without,  at  least,  the  possibility 
of  an  enduring  being. 

1 165.  A  second  and  special  proof  of  the  duration  of  the 
sentient  principle  is  derived  from  this  fact,  that  the  succes- 
sive acts  of  an  animal  are  very  often  arranged  in  order, 
which  shows  that  there  is  an  identity  in  the  cause  which 
produces  them,  viz.,  animal  instinct.  Indeed,  if  there  were 
not  an  identical  cause  for  them  all,  but  a  different  one  for 
each,  a  different  sentient  principle  producing  each,  there 
would  no  longer  be  any  reason  for  the  order  existing 
among  them  and  for  the  unicity  of  the  aim  to  which  they 
very  often  tend.  Indeed,  each  principle  would  be  able  to 
perform  but  a  single  act,  which  would  have  no  connection 
with  the  others.     It  would  then  be  necessary  to  have  re- 
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course  either  to  a  pre-established  harmony,  or  to  the 
immediate  action  of  Grod  Himself,  in  order  to  explain  the 
actions  and  passions  of  the  animal ;  and  this  cannot  be 
admitted  on  account  of  the  innumerable  absurdities  that 
would  follow  from  such  h)rpotheses. 

1 166.  A  third  proof  is,  that,  if  beings  did  not  remain 
identical,  all  new  actions  of  beings  would  at  once  become 
impossible,  because  action  is  a  second  act  which  supposes 
the  first  act,  that  of  existence,  and,  therefore,  supposes  at 
least  two  instants  with  an  interval  of  some  duration,  with- 
out which  they  would  not  be  two. 

1 167.  The  fourth  and  last  proof  is  found  in  man  himself, 
whose  consciousness  testifies  to  the  identity  of  the  sentient 
principle  with  respect  to  its  acts.  Now,  since  the  reflection 
of  thought  does  not,  as  we  have  already  shown,  alter  the 
being  of  things,  but  merely  makes  them  known  as  they  are, 
it  follows  that  it  is  a  trustworthy  witness  to  the  fact  that 
the  sentient  principle  endures  numerically  the  same. 

It  is  not,  therefore,  absurd  to  think  that  the  sentient 
principle  has  duration^  that  is,  remains  identical  with 
respect  to  all  its  successive  acts.  On  the  contrary,  there  is 
every  reason  for  admitting  it.  Now,  in  this  enduring  prin- 
ciple is  generated  that  relation  which  afterwards  is  called 
ttme. 

ARTICLE    IV. 
Tlu  Unity  found  in  Succession  is  due  to  the  Sentient  Principle, 

1 168.  From  all  the  above  we  may  conclude  that  the 
unity  found  in  the  succession  of  acts,  modifications,  pas- 
sions, beginnings,  and  endings  is  due  to  a  simple  prin- 
ciple which  has  duration,  in  other  words,  is  identically  pre- 
sent to  all  the  terms  of  that  succession.  If  this  were  not  so, 
there  would  be  the  single  links,  but  never  succession,  and, 
therefore,  no  time ;  and  even  the  links  would  not  have  the 
nature  of  links. 
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ARTICLE  V. 
On  Time  considered  in  the  Rational  Principle, 

1 169.  Inasmuch  as  the  rational  principle  is,  like  the 
purely  sentient  one,  a  simple  being-,  performing  many 
successive  acts  of  which  it  is  the  identically  enduring  cause 
and  subject,  we  are  clearly  bound  to  say,  that  this  prin- 
ciple also  has  in  it  all  the  conditions  requisite  for  the  exist- 
ence of  time. 

1 1 70.  We  must  therefore  conclude  : 

i.*^  That  if  space  and  the  extended  receive  their  unity 
from  the  sentient-animal  principle;  succession,  time  and 
the  temporal  receive  their  unity  from  a  sentient  principle  of 
any  kind,  whether  animal  or  rational ; 

2,^  That  space  gives  a  concept  which  follows  from  that 
of  animal  being ;  whereas  time  follows  purely  and  simply 
from  real  beings  as  soon  as  this  becomes  subject  to  muta- 
tions, because  it  is  to  the  being  that  identity ^  or  duration 
throughout  all  the  permutations  which  take  place  in  it, 
belongs ; 

3.°  That  the  concept  of  time  is  not  found  either  in  that 
of  pure  space,  or  in  that  of  matter,  in  which  we  may  indeed 
think  duration,  but  not  succession,  and,  hence,  not  the 
relation  between  duration  and  succession. 


ARTICLE  VI. 
On  Real  Time,  Real  Time  Knmvn,  and  Ideal  Time, 

1 1 7 1 .  Hence,  it  is  necessary  to  distinguish : 

i,°  Real  time y  that  is,  time  in  so  far  as  it  exists  really  in 
the  nexus  between  an  identical  principle  and  the  succession 
of  its  modifications ; 

2,^  Real  time  hiorjony  by  which  is  meant  time  present  to 
the  thought  that  apprehends  it ; 

3.°  Ideal  time y  which  is  the  concept  or  mere  possibility 
of  a  nexus  between  duration  and  succession. 
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CHAPTER    V. 

ESSENTIAL    RELATION  BETWEEN    FEELING  AND  THE  IDEA. 

11 72.  We  must  now  show  how  the  rational  principle 
conjoins  and  unifies  the  idea  with  feeling. 

Since,  however,  feeling  is  of  three  kinds,  animal,  intel- 
lective and  rational,  we  must  show  how  each  of  these 
severally  may  be  joined  with  the  idea. 

Moreover,  in  feeling  there  are  two  elements,  the  sentient 
and  the  felt,  each  of  which  may  be  known  in  the  idea. 

We  will^  therefore,  divide  the  questions  thus : 

I .°  How  are  the  felt  extended  and  succession  perceived 
by  the  intellective  principle,  which  thence  takes  the  name 
of  rational  ? 

2.°  How  is  the  sentient  animal  principle  intellectively 
perceived  ? 

3.°  How  are  the  intellectual  principle,  whose  term  is 
the  idea  itself,  and  the  rational  principle,  perceived  ? 

4.°  How  are  the  diflFerent  affections  of  the  rational  prin- 
ciple perceived  ? 

ARTICLE  I. 

How  the  Felt  Extended  and  the  Succession  of  Events  are  perceived  6y 
the  Intellective  Principle,  which  thence  takes  the  name  of  Rational. 

1 173.  We  have  seen  that  extension  and  the  extended 
not  only  do  not  communicate  with  the  sentient  principle 
by  way  of  extension,  that  is,  in  the  way  that  one  extended 
being  might,  in  a  sense,  be  contained  in  another,  but  more- 
over that,  if  extension  and  the  extended  had  only  this  pro- 
perty of  extension,  they  could  have  no  nexus  with  the 
sentient  principle,  which  is  unextended.     But  extension 

Q  » 
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and  the  extended  are  also  sensible,  and  therefore,  through 
the  relation  ofsensility  they  are  received  into,  and  contained 
in,  the  sentient  principle.  This  relation,  therefore,  is  pro- 
duced by  the  very  nature  and  activity  of  the  sentient  prin- 
ciple, which  nature  is  such  that  the  principle  unites  itself 
to  things  appropriated  by  it  through  feeling.  In  this  way 
it  renders  what  is  extended  3\so  felt. 

1 1 74.  This  relation  ofsensility  is  higher  than  the  relation 
of  extension.  Now  as  a  higher  entity,  having  more  degfrees 
of  beingness,  embraces  the  lower  entity  having  fewer,  and, 
embracing  it,  ennobles  it  by  communicating  to  it  some- 
thing of  its  own,  so  the  concept  of  extended  is  embraced 
and  contained  in  the  concept  of felty  and  not  vice  versa; 
and  the  extended  itself,  becoming  felt,  or  being  considered 
as  such,  rises  a  step  higher  in  the  scale  of  beingness. 

1 175.  Now,  highest  of  all  entities  is  being  itself^  the 
object  of  the  intelligence ;  hence  the  concept  of  being 
embraces  all  inferior  entities,  whatever  may  be  their  own 
grades  of  being. 

Hence  things  place  themselves  in  conjunction  with  the 
understanding  by  an  essential  relation  of  entity. 

1 1 76.  But  things  cannot  be  perceived  by  the  understand- 
ing if  they  have  not  beforehand  the  condition  and  relation 
of  [things]  felty*  because  man  perceives  intellectively  only 
what  falls  within  his  feeling.t 

Consequently  the  extended  is  in  the  felt,  and  the  felt  is 
in  the  being  intuited  by  the  understanding.  We  must 
remember  that  ideal  being  contains  possible  reality^  that  is 
to  say,  the  essence  of  real  things ;  hence,  when  a  felt 
extended  is  placed  before  the  principle  which  intuites 
being,  this  principle  must  see  it  in  being,  and  as  partaking 
of  being,  and  thus  perceive  it,  as  we  have  already  explained 
more  at  length. 

1 177.  Now  when  the  principle  that  intuites  being  sees 

♦  Theodicy y  no.  153.  reached  by  inference  from  things  pcr- 

t  The  knowledge  of  what  is  in  our  ceived,  is  called  negatrve.     Into  both 

feeling,  and  which  we  acquire  through  feeling  enters  either  as  the  matter  or  as 

intellective  perception,  is  called  positive  the  means  of  knowledge,  inasmuch  as  it 

knowledge^  whereas  the  knowledge  of  serves  as  a  fulcrum  for  the  action  of  the 

beings  that  are  not  perceived  but  are  reason. 
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also  the  entity  participated  in  by  the  felt,  then,  instead  of 
being  simply  intellective,  it  begins  to  be  what  is  called 
rational. 

The  rational  principle^  therefore,  perceives  the  felt  in  its 
quality  of  being ;  in  other  words,  it  unites  what  it  sees  in 
the  idea  {i.e,y  being)  with  what  it  feels,  and  thus  the  felt 
becomes  a  beings  an  object  to  the  intelligence. 

1 1 78.  If,  on  the  contrary,  no  intelligence  perceived  the 
felt,  this  felt  would  not  have  the  concept  of  being,  but 
merely  of  felt,  because  it  receives  the  concept  of  being  only 
from  its  relation  to  the  essence  of  being,  which  essence 
dwells  in  the  Supreme  Mind  and  in  all  the  inferior  minds 
to  which  the  Supreme  Mind  communicates  it,  thus  creating 
them. 

I  call  this  relation  essential  precisely  because  it  goes  to 
constitute  the  felt-extended  as  a  being.  In  doing  this,  it 
imparts  to  it  a  higher  degree  of  entity,  and,  indeed,  gives 
it  that  last  act  in  which  it  is  what  it  is.  It  is,  therefore,  in 
the  mind  that  the  felt  being  exists  as  a  being ;  but  he  who 
speaks  of  it  is  right  in  attributing  the  character  of  being 
to  itself,  because  we  speak  of  things  only  as  they  are 
in  our  mind ;  and  the  thing  itself  which  is  in  the  mind 
is  a  being,  and  a  being  substantially  different  from  the 
mind  which,  in  positing  it,  perceives  it. 

1 1 79.  That  same  simplicity  in  virtue  of  which  the  idea 
and  the  knowledge  gained  are  exempt  from  time,  enables 
us  also  to  explain  how  the  mind  can  conceive  successive 
events,  past  and  future,  as  we  have  seen.* 


♦  Here  it  will  not  be  amiss  to  turn 
our  attention  again  to  D'Alembert*s 
question,  which  put  philosophers  in 
such  a  fright  at  the  end  of  the  last  cen- 
tury: "What  is  the  bridge  of  com- 
munication between  the  spirit  and  ex- 
ternal bodies  ?  "  We  have  solved  it  by 
showing  its  absurdity,  in  so  far  as  it  re- 
lates to  the  spirit  as  a  sentient  principle 
(1 127),  because  the  sentient  principle 
communicates  with  the  felt,  not  through 
a  relation  of  extension,  but  through  a 
simple  relation  of  sensility.  Here  we 
solve  it  in  a  similar  way  in  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  the  spirit  as  an  intelligent 


principle,  by  showing  that  the  intelli- 
gence does  not  communicate  with 
bodies  through  a  relation  of  extension, 
but  through  a  relation  of  entity^  which 
is  a  simple  relation.  Thus  the  question 
is  entirely  solved  in  both  directions, 
because  bodies  are  perceived,  not  in  one 
way  only,  but  in  two  ways,  namely, 
sensitively  and  intellectivcly.  Hence  it 
is* seen  that  the  question  was  stated 
imperfectly,  in  that  it  supposed  the 
spuit  to  communicate  with  bodies 
in  one  way  only.  This  imperfection 
arose  from  sensism,  in  which  sense  and 
intellect  are  confounded  into  one  power. 
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ARTICLE  II. 
Hmv  the  Sentient-Animal  Principle  is  Intelleciively  Perceived, 

1 1 80.  It  was  necessary  here  to  indicate  this  question, 
because  the  aim  of  the  present  discussion  is  to  show  how 
the  rational  principle  gives  unity  to  all  human  acts. 

But  the  question  has  already  been  solved  by  us,  and  it 
will  be  sufficient  here  to  sum  up  the  reply  and  say,  that  it 
is  reflection^  which  turning  upon  the  felt  being  finds  that 
there  must  exist  in  it  a  sentient  principle  for  the  reason 
stated,  that  the  felt  extended  would  not  have  that  unity 
which  it  has,  if  it  did  not  contain  any  sentient  principle. 

But  are  we  not  also  sentient  principles  ?  Does  not 
consciousness  tell  us  that  we  are  ? 

ARTICLE  III. 

Hew    the   Intellectual  Principle ^  whose    Term    is   the  Idea,  and  the 
Rational  Principle  are  Intelleciively  Perceived. 

1 181.  Yes,  consciousness  unquestionably  tells  us  that  in 
us  there  are  a  sentient  principle,  an  intellective  principle, 
and  a  rational  principle  in  which  the  other  two  are  united. 
Now  consciousness  is  a  reflection  upon  our  own  feeling. 

But  our  own  feeling  is  known  immediately  through  per- 
ception, without  any  need  of  reflection  (71-80) — 

True ;  but  it  is  one  thing  to  perceive  our  own  feeling, 
and  another  to  distinguish  in  it — I  mean  distinguish 
accurately — its  principle  from  its  term.  We  perceive  this 
principle  in  feeling ;  but  in  order  to  obtain  a  separate  and 
distinct  concept  of  it,  we  must  have  recourse  to  reflection. 

Now,  reflection  finds  it  precisely  by  considering  the 
nature  of  feeling.     The  whole  question  therefore  resolves 

Moreover,  the  question  proposed  by  the  who  have  clearly  undenstood  that  the 

learned  mathematician  made  no  allu>  idea   and    the  knowledge  gained  are 

sion  to  time,  although  there  was  just  exempt  from  space  and  time,  will  have 

the  same  difficulty  in  explaining  how  also  understood    how    the    mind  can 

our  spirit  perceives  the  extended,  as  know  the  extended,  and  embrace  all 

there  was  in  explaining  how  it  perceives  times, 
the  past  and  the  future.    Those  readers 
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itself  into  showing  what  is  the  nature  of  reflection  and  how 
it  proceeds. 

1182.  Reflection  may  be  defined  as  "the  faculty  of 
applying  the  idea  of  being  to  our  cognitions  and  their 
objects."*  Now  in  order  to  explain  this  operation  of  our 
spirit,  we  must  carefully  consider  the  nature  of  the  idea  of 
being,  which  is  the  means  both  oi perception  and  oirefiection. 
The  difficulty  which  presents  itself  is  this  : 

"If,  in  perceiving  a  being,  I  have  used  the  idea  of 
being,  uniting  it  with  the  felt,  how  can  I  again,  after  that,, 
apply  the  same  idea  of  being  to  perception  and  its  object, 
and  from  this  new  application  (which  is  exactly  reflection) 
draw  new  cognitions  ?" 

The  reply  must  be  sought  in  an  accurate  observation  of 
the  fact.  This  fact,  when  attentively  observed,  shows  us 
that  the  thing  happens  exactly  in  this  way:  we  may,  there- 
fore, conclude  without  ftirther  ado,  that  it  can  take  place  in 
this  way.  The  idea  of  being  may  always  be  applied  by 
the  mind  either  to  itself,  or  to  any  cognition  whatever,  in 
which  indeed  it  is  already  contained.  This  wonderftil  fact 
cannot  be  denied  or  impugned  ;  but  it  may  be  analyzed, 
and  valuable  consequences  may  be  drawn  from  it,  enabling 
us  better  to  know  the  nature  of  the  idea  itself  (570).  These 
consequences  are  the  following  : 

I .°  If  the  idea  of  being,  however  often  we  tie  it  up  in 
perception,  still  remains  free,  so  that  we  can  use  it  afresh, 
apply  it  afresh  to  the  perception  which  already  contains  it; 
we  must  conclude  that  it  is  entirely  free  from  passivity ^  and 
that  when  we  see  in  it  any  thing,  we  do  not  properly  bind 
it  up  in  that  thing,  do  not  narrow  it  down  to  that  thing  so 
that  it  is  not  fully  as  ready  as  before  for  our  needs  and 
uses. 

1183.  2.°  The  fact  that  we  can  always  use  the  idea  of 
being  as  if  it  were  free  and  we  were  using  it  for  the  first 
time,  shows  that  it  is  present,  identically  the  same,  to  all 
the  acts  of  our  spirit,  to  perception,  reflection,  &c.  Again, 
the  fact  that  it  is  present  in  its  Identity  to  many  acts 

♦  Philosophical  System^  69,  77, 82-87,  104. 
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proves  that  it  is  simple^  and,  as  simple,  stands  opposed  to 
the  manifold  and  collects  it  in  itself.     In  like  manner,  the 
fact  that  it  is  present  to  many  successive  acts  of  the  spirit 
shows  that  it  is  not  subject  to  time — ^that  it  is  eternal^  as  we 
said  above.     Indeed,  this  is  the  property  of  the  eternal, 
that  "it  is,  its  identical  self,  present  to  many  successive 
entities."    Now,  when  I  intuite  being,  it  is  present  to  the 
intuiting  spirit ;  when  I  reflect  upon  the  being  intuited  by 
me,  then  the  same  being  is  present  to  the  act  of  my  reflec- 
tion.   The  same  identical  being,  therefore,  is  present  as 
object  to  the  first  act  of  the  spirit  and  to  the  second— to 
intuition  and  to  reflection.     The  being  is  one,  but  it  has 
relation  to  two  acts.     In  so  far  as  it  has  relation  to  the 
intuitive  act,  it  presents  itself  to  the  spirit  without  any  dis- 
tinctions :  in  so  far  as  it  has  relation  to  the  reflex  act,  it  pre- 
sents itself  to  the  spirit  with  those  distinctions  and  condi- 
tions which  analysis  and  s)m thesis  (two  modes  of  operation 
belonging  to  reflection)  find  in  it.     Its  showing  itself  in  the 
second  way,  does  not  interfere  with  its  having  shown  itself 
in  the  first.     It  is,  therefore,  in  the  simplicity  and  elemify 
of  being  that  reflection  finds   its   explanation:    without 
these,  it  would  be  impossible. 

1 184.  3.°  What  is  known  by  means  of  reflection  is  diflfer- 
ent  fi-om  what  is  known  by  means  either  of  intuition  or  of 
perception^  that  is,  it  is  known  in  a  different  mode,  in  different 
degrees,  &c.  Hence,  in  reflection,  being  does  nothing  else 
than  communicate  to  the  spirit  a  greater  knowledge  of  itself, 
or  a  knowledge  of  a  diffierent  kind.  The  knowledge  of  the 
spirit  must,  therefore,  be  distinguished  fi-om  the  idea  of  being 
considered  in  itself,  which  produces  that  knowledge.  The 
said  knowledge  has  in  it  something  limited  and  subjective; 
being  is  unlimited  and  entirely  objective,  or,  to  speak  more 
correctly,  object.  This  object  is  always  in  all  cognitions^ 
whether  we  have  them  through  intuition,  or  through  per- 
ception, or  through  reasoning,  that  is,  reflection ;  but  it 
occurs  in  these  various  cognitions  in  different  forms.* 

*  Ideal  being,  as  we  have  explained     nal,  so  that  it  is  identically  present  to  all 
it,  is  of  its  own  nature  simple  and  eter-     intellects  and  to  all  the  acts  of  each  m- 
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1185.  4-°  From  the  same  fact  we  draw  confirmation  of 
the  truth  that  being  is,  so  to  speak,  lent  to  finite  things, 
owing,  on  the  one  hand,  to  the  necessity  which  we  have 
of  knowing  them,  and,  on  the  other,  the  impossibility  of 
knowing  them  if  they  have  not  first  become  beings,  that 
is,  if  they  are  not  coupled  by  the  mind  with  being.  The 
essence  of  being,  therefore,  is  not  confounded  or  identified 
with  sensible  realities,  but  only  wedded  to  them  in  order  to 
render  them  intelligible.  This  truth  strikes  at  the  very 
root  of  Pantheism,  because  it  shows  us  that  so  long  as 
there  is  question  of  finite  things,  the  essence  which  is  seen 
in  the  idea  always  remains  inconfiisable  with  the  reality ; 
and  this  is  a  most  important  corollary. 

1 186.  It  is  no  wonder,  therefore,  if,  after  having  intellec- 
tually perceived  the  animal  felt  [term],  we  are  able  to  apply 
to  it  the  idea  of  being,  and  so,  by  reflection,  to  draw  fi^om 


tellect.  Hence,  however  often  our  spirit 
may  use  it  and,  so  to  speak,  bind  it 
through  perception  to  certain  feelings 
or  to  certain  acts,  it,  nevertheless,  as 
intuited  in  itself,  remains  free  and  ready 
to  be  used  afresh,  in  such  a  way  that, 
unthout  ever  multiplying  itself,  it  can  be 
ai>plied  by  the  spirit  to  itself  and  to  all 
tne  cognitions  wnich  the  ^irit  acquires 
bv  means  of  it.  When  all  this  has  been 
dearly  understood,  or  its  truth  has  been 
distinctly  recognised  by  way  of  contem- 
plative observation,  it  will  be  found 
veiy  easy  to  reply  to  the  objection 
which  Plato  places  in  the  mouth  of 
Parmenides,  in  the  dialogue  named 
after  this  great  Italian  philosopher. 
Socrates  having  laid  it  down  that 
species  are  distinct  from  and  shared  in 
by  indnnducUSf  and  that  while  the  in- 
dividuals  of  a  species  are  many^  the 
sp>ecies  is  one  only ;  Parmenides,  who 
wished  to  exclude  multiplicity  and  re- 
duce everything  to  unity  says:  "I 
think  you  deem  each  species  to  be  one 
for  this  reason,  that  wnen  you  see,  let 
OS  say,  several  great  things,  to  you  who 
contemplate  them  all,  there  appears 
perhaps  a  kind  of  single  idea,  whence 
you  are  induced  to  look  upon  the  great 
Itself  (greatness)  as  one."  Here  Par- 
menides hits  the  truth,  because  it  is  the 
oneness  of  the  idea  that  unifies  the 
species  or  essence  of  several  similar  in- 


dividuals, since  these  are  only  different 
realizations  of  the  same  idea.  But 
directly  after  he  makes  to  Socrates  the 
objection  Aat,  if  this  were  the  case,  the 
species  would  have  to  be  multiplied  cid 
infinitum.  He  says  :  "If  with  your 
mmd  you  consider  in  exactly  the  same 
way  the  great  itself  (greatness)  and  the 
other  things  that  are  great,  will  there 
not  appear  to  be  necessary  another 
great  (greatness)  whereby  all  these 
great  tmngs  may  be  seen  ?  " — S.  "  It 
seems  so." — P.  "There  will,  then, 
have  to  be  a  further  species  of  great- 
ness, besides  greatness  itself  and  the 
things  which  partake  of  it ;  and  in  each 
of  these  things  still  another  greatness, 
whereby  each  of  them  is  great,  and, 
therefore,  each  species  will  no  longer 
be  one  but  rather  infinitely  numerous." 
The  difficulty  is  solved  at  once,  if  we 
consider  that  the  idea  of  greatness  may 
be  applied  to  itself  without  losing  its 
identity  or  unity,  so  that,  although  we 
compare  at  will  greatness*  with  great 
things,  and  as  it  were  measure  these 
things  by  it,  we  do  not  on  that  account 
require  any  new  idea  of  greatness,  but 
the  one  wnereby  we  conceive  greatness 
and  great  things  separately  is  quite 
sufficient  for  the  purpose.  The  objec- 
tion, nevertheless,  was  ingenious,  and 
shows  how  acutely  those  Ancients 
thought. 
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it  the  concept  of  the  sentient  principle.  This  operation 
may  be  resolved  into  the  following  reasoning :  "  The  felt 
is  a  continuous  extended:  but  this  entity  could  not  be 
unless  there  were  a  principle  in  which  it  inhered.  I  arrive 
at  this  truth  by  confronting  the  felt  extended  with  heingy 
which  I  attribute  to  it ;  for,  knowing  by  nature  what  being 
is,  I  know  that  it  can  never  clash  with  itself,  in  other  words, 
the  prtnctple  of  cognition  shows  me  that  being  cannot  not  be. 
But  the  felt-extended  would  not  be  felt-extended,  unless  it 
had  a  simple  principle ;  therefore,"  &c. 

It  is  no  wonder,  likewise,  if,  after  having  intuited  the 
idea,  we  are  able,  by  applying  being  in  a  similar  way  to 
intuition,  to  draw  from  it  the  concept  of  the  intuiting  prin- 
ciple. We  may,  in  fact,  say :  "  This  idea  is  intuited ;  but 
it  could  not  be  intuited,  if  there  were  not  an  intuiting  prin- 
ciple. Since,  then,  that  which  is  intuited  cannot  be  non- 
intuited,  I  must  of  necessity  admit  an  intuiting  principle." 

Finally,  it  is  no  wonder,  if  reflecting  upon  the  felt- 
extended  intellectively  perceived  by  us,  we  discover  that 
there  must  necessarily  be  in  us  the  rational  principle; 
because,  if  there  were  not  in  us  this  principle,  it  would  not 
be  true  that  we  had  intellectively  perceived  the  felt- 
extended.  But,  by  the  nature  of  being  (naturally  known 
to  us),  the  same  thing  cannot  be  true  and  not  true  at  the 
same  time ;  therefore  the  rational  principle  exists. 

If  here  it  were  urged  that  one  could  also  reach  the 
affirmation  of  the  existence  of  the  sentient,  intellective  and 
rational  principles  by  means  of  simple  abstraction,  or  of 
analysis,  I  would  reply  that  these  operations  themselves 
take  place,  as  I  have  shown  elsewhere,  through  a  secret 
and  rapid  application  of  the  idea  of  being.* 

♦  AVw'  Essa^y  vol.  iii,  1454,  1455. 
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CHAPTER   VI. 

MAN'S   UNITY  AND,  THEREFORE,   HIS  NATURE   LIES  IN  THE 

RATIONAL  PRINCIPLE. 

II 87.  From  what  has  been  said  we  may  conclude  : 

i.°  That  the  sentient-animal  principle  relates  only  to 
the  extended ; 

2.^  That  the  intellective  principle  relates  only  to  the 
idea; 

3.*^  That  the  rational  principle,  by  means  of  perception 
and  reflection,  relates  equally  to  the  felt  extended,  to  the 
idea,  to  the  sentient  principle,  to  the  intellective  principle, 
and  finally  to  itself,  so  that  it  is  what  binds  together  and 
embraces  all  that  is  in  man,  and  extends  to  everything ; 

4.°  That,  by  consequence,  the  unity  of  man  lies  in  the 
rational  principle ; 

5.^  Finally,  that,  inasmuch  as  man  is  man  only  in  so 
far  as  he  is  a  single  being,  he  is  such  in  virtue  of  the 
rational  principle.  In  this  principle,  therefore,  as  in  its 
proper  seat,  human  nature  finds  its  proper  and  adequate 
completion. 
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CHAPTER   VII. 

EVERY  HUMAN  ACTIVITY  STARTS  FROM  THE  RATIONAL 

PRINCIPLE. 

1 1 88.  Having  thus  summed  up  the  theory  of  human 
nature  and  seen  how  it  is  completed  in  the  rational  prin- 
ciple, wherein  lies  the  unity  of  man,  we  must  now  turn  our 
attention  to  the  activity  which  flows  from  the  human  prin- 
ciple, and  investigate  and  study  its  laws. 

In  the  first  place,  however,  we  must  eliminate  from  our 
question  those  activities  which  mix  themselves  up  with 
the  human  activity,  but  are  not  itself.  To  confound  them 
with  it  would  be  to  entangle  our  reasonings,  and  the  con- 
fusion of  concepts  would  necessarily  lead  to  error. 


ARTICLE  I. 
Five  Activities  Manifest  themselves  in  the  Human  Being, 

1 1 89.  It  follows  from  what  we  have  already  said  that 
five  activities  manifest  themselves  in  man,  of  which  only 
one  properly  belongs  to  him  ;  for, — 

I .°  We  have  recognised  the  existence  of  extension  as 
the  term  of  the  sentient-animal  principle,  a  term  which  lies 
in  this  principle  as  in  its  seat,  but  is  not  the  principle  itself. 
This  activity,  nevertheless,  is  immanent  and  does  not  pro- 
duce second  acts ;  for  which  reason  it  has  not  the  nature  of 
substance,  but  only  that  of  entity.  We  have  not  investi- 
gated its  cause ;  but  have  contented  ourselves  with  observ- 
ing that  it  has  an  essential  relation  with  a  sentient  principle, 
so  that  to  attempt  to  think  it  without  this  principle  would 
be  to  attempt  an  absurdity. 
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1 190.  2.°  We  have  recognised  the  existence  of  a 
corporeal  activity  that  manifests  itself  in  extension,  and  in 
this  becomes  the  term  of  the  sentient-animal  principle.  In 
so  far  as  it  is  extended,  it  has  also  an  essential  relation  with 
the  sentient  principle,  that  is,  it  must  have  its  seat  in  that 
principle  and  cannot  truly  be  thought  without  it.  But  this 
corporeal  activity  which  manifests  itself  in  extension  is  not 
extension,  nor  is  it  the  sentient  principle.  It  has,  not  only 
the  first  act  whereby  it  exists,  but  also  second  acts,  inas- 
much as  it  presents  itself  to  the  sentient  principle,  not  as 
an  immovable  and  immutable  term,  but  with  movement 
and  diversified  appearances.  Its  proximate  cause,  foreign 
to  the  sentient  principle,  we  have  called  the  corporeal  prin- 
cipky  which,  when  it  makes  its  action  felt  in  the  soul,  takes 
the  name  oi  sensi/erous  force ;  but  we  have  not  proceeded 
to  investigate  the  nature  of  this  principle,  that  is,  what  it 
may,  or  may  not,  be  in  itself.  With  respect  to  the  cause 
why  bodies  move  according  to  the  law  of  attraction,  and, 
as  terms  of  our  sentient  principle,  change  position  and 
aspects,  we,  on  the  strength  of  arguments  which  had,  at 
least,  a  considerable  show  of  probability,  have  placed  it 
in  the  animation  of  the  material  elements.  Hence,  1°, 
sometimes  the  activity  of  the  sentient  principle  itself 
changes  and  moves  its  term  ;  2.°  sometimes  the  corporeal 
term  of  a  sentient  principle  is  made  to  undergo  a  change 
by  a  principle  which  the  latter  does  not  perceive,  and 
which  is  probably  another  sentient  principle.  We  leave 
unconsidered  the  laws  of  mechanical  motion,  which  has 
another  origin. 

1 191.  3.°  In  the  third  place  we  have  recognised  the 
activity  of  the  sentient-animal  principle.  This  activity  is 
what  constitutes  the  animal.  It  follows  from  what  we  have 
said,  that  it  has  the  power  of  changing  the  felt-extended. 
It  follows  also  that  the  rational  principle  perceives  feeling 
as  entity,  and  hence  can  act  in  it,  but  this  does  not  destroy 
the  activity  of  the  sentient  principle.  Hence,  although  the 
activity  of  the  rational  principle  can  act  in  feeling  and 
change  it  according  to  certain  laws,  the  activity  of  the 
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sentient  principle,  which  is  an  element  essential  to  feeling, 
still  remains.   And  that  simple  perception  causes  no  change 
in  the  feeling,  we  saw  when  we  showed  that  it  does  not 
interfere  with  or  counterfeit  the  objects  perceived.    But  the 
rational  principle,  though  it  perceives  the  felt,  cannot  act 
upon  it  directly,  because  it  perceives  it  essentially  in  the 
sentient  principle  and,  therefore,  as  constituted  by  it.    The 
rational  principle,  therefore,  must  change  and  move  the 
sentient  principle,  in  order  that  the  latter  may  change  that 
which  it  constitutes,  viz.,  the  felt-extended.     Hence,  there 
are  two  activities  that  act  in  the  same  felt,  the  one  (the 
sentient  principle)   in  an  immediate  way;  the  other  (the 
rational  principle)  in  a  mediate  way,  that  is,  by  moving  the 
sentient  principle.     These  two  ways  sometimes  fall  into 
conflict,  and  thus  arises  the  strife  of  concupiscence.    More- 
over, since  the  activity  of  the  sentient  principle  is  limited, 
and  is  not  the  only  one  that  goes  to  constitute  and  move 
the  felt-extended,  there  being  also  other  activities,  that  is 
to  say,  the  senstfcrous  forcey  and  other  sentient  principles, 
it  comes  to  pass  that  the  sentient  principle  is  sometimes  in 
agreement,  sometimes  in  disagreement,  with  the  foreign 
activities  which  have  the  power  to  constitute,  or  to  cause 
changes  in  bodies ;  and  when   it   is   in   disagreement,  it 
sometimes  conquers  and  sometimes  is  conquered,  accord- 
ing to  the  amount  of  force  which  the  opposite  principles 
put  forth.     In  this  way  arises  the  strife  of  disease.     In  the 
same  way  it  comes  to  pass  that  the  rational  principle  may 
be  in  disagreement  with  the  said  activities  and  in  league 
with  the  struggling  sentient  principle,  or  even  with  the 
activities  of  the  foreign  principles,  when  these  bind  and 
dispossess    the    sentient    principle,    preventing    it   from 
yielding  to  and  serving*  the  activity  of  the  rational  prin- 
ciple. 

1 192.  But  if  the  opposition  to  the  rational  principle  does 
not  spring  from  the  foreign  agent,  but  from  the  sentient 
principle  itself,  then  there  is  some  defect  in  the  primitive 
perception,  which  is  the  bond  between  the  rational  soul  and 
the  animal  body;  and  this  is  why  the  rational  principle  has 
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not  its  full  and  natural  forces,  and  cannot  make  its  inferior 
obey  it.* 

1193.  4.°  In  the  fourth  place  we  have  recognised  the 
intellective  activity,  which  consists  in  the  intuition  of 
being,  and  does  not,  and  cannot,  exercise  any  reaction 
toward  being. 

5.*^  Lastly,  we  have  recognised  and  described  in  detail 
the  activity  of  the  rational  principle. 


ARTICLE   II. 

The  first  three  Activities  are  not  properly  Activities  of  Man^  hut 
Conditions  and  Instruments  of  the  Human  Activity, 

1 194.  Now,  the  first  three  activities  are  not  properly 
activities  of  man  as. such;  and  the  proof  of  this  is,  that 
they  sometimes  are  opposed  to  him.  If  they  were  his 
activities,  they  could  never  be  against  the  rational  activity, 
which  is  the  human  activity. 

Still  they  all  help  towards  the  constitution  of  man,  the 
first,  that  of  extension,  as  the  condition  upon  which  he  can 
perceive  bodies  ;  the  second  and  third,  viz.,  the  sensiferous 
force  and  the  sentient  principle,  as  instruments  of  the 
rational  principle — the  former  as  a  mediate,  the  latter,  as 
an  immediate  instrument.f 

1 195.  The  reasons  why  the  rational  principle  cannot 
always  make  use  of  these  its  instruments  by  directing  and 
controlling  their  powers,  have  just  been  explained  by  us. 
Stated  briefly,  they  are : 

i.°  The  weakness  and  imperfection  of  the  rational 
principle,  which  cannot  master  the  force  of  the  sentient- 
animal  principle,  on  account  of  the  imperfection  of  the 
fiindamental  perception. 

2.*^  The  weakness  of  the  sentient  principle,  which  is  not 

*  This  accoonts  for  the  mysterious  classes.    He  says:  " Some  things  seem 

nature  of  that  defect  which  theology  to  be  passions  proper  to  the  soi3  itself, 

calls  ori^nal  sin^  and  of  which  we  have  while  other  things  seem  to  be  inherent 

treated  m  a  special  work.  in  the  animal  for  the  sakr  of  the 

t  In  the  same  way  Aristotle  divides  soul."    De  Animas  L.  I,  chap.  i. 
Til  'w%fi  ntf  ^^X'^v  TO/bi^3nxora  into  tWO 
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properly  conjoined  and  harmonised  with  the  sensiferous 
principle  on  which  it  depends. 


ARTICLE    III. 

The  other  two  Activities ^  that  of  the  Intellective  Principle  and  that 
of  the  Rational  Principle,  form  in  Man  hut  one  Activity, 

1 196.  If  the  first  three  activities  do  not  properly  belong 
to  man  as  man,  do  the  other  two  belong  to  him  ? 

Yes,  if  we  consider  them  in  their  nexuSy  which  makes 
them  one — the  rational  activity. 

In  fact,  the  intellectual  activity,  the  simple  intuition  of 
being,  is  that  first  act  which  constitutes  an  intellective  prin- 
ciple, but  it  is  not  yet  a  complete  principle  of  the  second 
actSy  in  which  the  activity  of  the  soul  manifests  itself.  And 
when  we  are  dealing  with  the  activity  of  the  soul  in  order 
to  explain  the  laws  of  its  operation,  we  look  for  the  cause 
of  these  second  acts,  and  do  not  stop  at  the  first  act  which 
ends  wholly  in  itself. 

If,  then,  we  consider  the  rational  principle,  we  at  once 
see  that  there  always  is  in  it  the  act  of  the  intellective  prin- 
ciple, because  this  could  not  perceive  a  real  being,  if  it  did 
not  first  intuite  ideal  being.  This  subject,  therefore,  which 
intuites  ideal  being  and  hence  is  called  intellective  prin- 
ciple, is  the  same  that  perceives  real  being,  and  is  hence 
called  rational.  The  intuition  of  ideal  being  does  not 
exhaust  the  activity  of  the  subject ;  hence  the  intuition  of 
the  ideal  is  an  act  of  the  subject,  but  not  the  whole  subject, 
the  whole  man ;  because  a  subject  is  posited  by  that  first 
act  which  potentially  includes  all  second  acts. 

The  intuition  of  ideal  being  may  be  also  considered  as  a 
condition  necessary  to  the  acts  of  the  rational  principle. 
And  here  we  find  a  wonderful  analogy  between  the  animal 
order  and  the  intellectual  order.  In  the  animal  order  we 
have  the  apprehension  of  space,  as  the  condition  of  the 
apprehension  of  body.  In  the  intellectual  order  we  have 
the  intuition  of  ideal  being,  as  the  preliminary  condition 
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of  the  perception  of  real  being.  Hence  pure  space  is  an 
apt  symbol  of  indeterminate  ideal  being.  In  the  former, 
bodies  are  perceived  sensitively ;  in  the  latter,  real  beings 
are  perceived  intellectively.  It  is  a  question  belonging 
to  Ontology,  "Whether  such  symbols  scattered  in  sen- 
sible nature  of  what  takes  place  in  the  intelligent  nature, 
are  necessary  consequences  of  the  intrinsic  order  of  being, 
or  merely  an  effect  of  the  most  wise  free  will  of  the 
Creator."     But  let  us  return  to  our  subject. 

1 197.  How,  then,  must  we  define  this  rational  principle, 
so  as  fully  to  include  in  our  definition  the  first  act  of  the 
human  subject  together  with  its  diverse  forms  r — Thus : 
'*  The  rational  principle  is  the  power  of  apprehending  being 
as  being,  under  its  three  forms,  which  power  is  entirely  in 
act  with  respect  to  the  ideal  form,  but  partly  in  act  and 
partly  in  potentiality  with  respect  to  the  real  form  (viz., 
in  act  with  respect  to  the  fundamental  animal  feeling,  ot 
which  it  has  perception  ;  in  potentiality  with  respect  to  the 
different  terms  of  that  feeling,  which  successively  change), 
and  altogether  in  potentiality  with  reference  to  the  moral 
form." 

1 198.  Hence,  the  rational  principle,  which  is  rendered 
one  by  the  unity  of  being,  contains  the  intellective  prin- 
ciple as  the  first  form  of  its  act,  and  it  also  contains, 
radically,  the  three  supreme  orders  of  the  human  powers 
and  faculties — the  order  referring  to  the  idea,  the  order 
referring  to  (real)  things,  and  the  order  referring  to  eude- 
monologico— moral  good. 

1 199.  The  rational  principle,  therefore,  has  one  single 
object,  viz.,  being;  but,  as  being  is  in  three  forms,  so  iSa^  first 
act  of  this  principle  is  also  in  three  corresponding  forms ; 
with  this  exception,  that,  with  regard  to  the  third,  it  is  at 
first  in  potentiality  and  not  in  act ;  which  thing  is  not  difii- 
cult  to  conceive,  since,  gfiven  the  act  of  the  first  two  forms, 
the  third  necessarily  issues,  later,  from  their  relation.* 

•  Without    a   fiist  act,   the   power     developed  in  the  New  Essay,  &c.,  voL 
would  not  exist,  as  may  be  seen  from     ii,  1005-1019. 
the  concept  of  power  which  we  have 

VOL.  II.  R 
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CHAPTER  VIII. 

IN  TITE  RATIONAL  PRINCIPLE  AS  RELATED  TO  THE  IN- 
FERIOR AGENTS  IS  FOUND  THE  REASON  OF  THE 
LAWS  OF  HUMAN  ACTION. 

I200.  From  all  these  things  we  may  conclude  that,  as 
the  powers  of  the  human  spirit  differ  according  to  the 
relations  which  the  rational  principle  has  with  other  actixi- 
ties  and  entities  inferior  to  itself,  so  likewise  the  laws  which 
these  various  powers  follow  in  their  action  must  be  sought 
in  the  nature  of  such  relations. 

Now,  as  by  law  of  nature  is  meant  that  constant  mode 
which  is  seen  in  the  operations  of  beings,  so  in  order  to 
prepare  the  way  for  the  explanation  of  the  laws  of  which 
we  are  speaking,  it  is  not  enough  for  us  to  have  discovered 
in  the  rational  principle  the  source  of  all  human  operations 
and  laws ;  but  we  must  also  premise  the  theory  of  the 
operations  of  beings  in  general,  and,  first  of  all,  present  an 
accurate  concept  of  operation.    When  this  concept  has  been 
thoroughly  well  grasped  and  analysed  by  the  mind,  there 
will  be  no  difficulty  in  understanding  the  necessity  of  those 
constant  modes  which  are  found  in  the  human  operations 
and  to  which  the  name  of  laws  is  given.     This  subject,  in 
truth,  belongs  to  Ontology  and  Cosmology ;  but  since  we 
have  not  as  yet  any  adequately  written  treatises  upon  these 
sciences,  to  which  we  could  refer,  we  are  obliged  here,  as  we 
have  been  on  other  occasions,  to  enter  a  little  into  them 
and  borrow  from  them  such  doctrines  as  we  require  for  our 
present  purpose.     Let  us,  then,  begin  the  development  ot 
the  concept  of  operation  by  showing  the  possibility  of  it— 
a  possibility,  which,  although  admitted  by  the  common 
sense    of  men    without    any    difficulty   or    wonder,   has, 
nevertheless,    always   been    a    great   stumbling-block  to 
philosophy. 
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CHAPTER    IX. 

ON   THE   CONCEPT   AND   POSSIBILITY   OF   OPERATION. 

ARTICLE  I. 
Immanent  Acts  and  Transient  Acts. 

1 20 1.  When  we  conceive  a  determinate  beings  we  at  the 
same  time  conceive  an  acty  that  is,  the  act  of  its  existence. 

This  act  is  simple,  and  lasts  as  long  as  the  being  does  ; 
hence  it  is  one  of  the  acts  that  are  called  immanent. 

1202.  But,  is  it  the  same  thing  to  conceive  a  being  and 
to  conceive  the  act  of  its  existence  r 

I  reply :  The  act  by  which  a  being  exists  does  no:: 
differ  from  the  being  itself  except  by  certain  relations  added 
by  our  minds. 

I .°  When  we  say  acty  we  add  to  it  a  relation  to  power y  to 
which  the  concept  of  act  is  correlatively  opposite. 

2.°  When  we  say  beingy  we  conceive  the  act  as  brought 
to  its  full  completion,  whereas  when  we  say  act  0/  existence y 
we  conceive,  or  imagine  that  we  conceive,  all  the  process 
whereby  the  being  has  attained  its  proper  nature  ;  and  in 
the  act  itself  we  distinguish  a  sort  of  beginning  (initial  act}, 
a  middle,  and  an  end  wherein  it  rests  completed,  finished. 
Hence  certain  sentences  which  we  find  in  philosophers ; 
such,  for  example,  as  In  acta  actus  nondum  est  acttiSy  and 
the  like. 

3.°  Moreover,  the  act  itself  of  existence  is  conceived  by 
us  as  necessarily  preceded,  or  followed  by  certain  other 
immanent  acts,  as  we  shall  explain  presently. 

1203.  But  when  we  have  a  being  constituted  with  all 

the  immanent  acts  necessary  td  it,  we  then  think,  drawing 

R  2 
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our  thought  from  experience,  that  the  being  already 
possessed  of  its  complete  act  of  existence  passes  on  toother 
acts,  which  are  also  attributed  to  it  as  its  actions  or  opera- 
tions. Now  the  act  of  existence,  as  well  as  the  immanent 
acts  that  accompany  it,  are  usually  called  first  aciSy  and 
those  that  follow  are  usually  called  second  or  transient  acts. 

1204.  The  nature  of  the  transient  act  consists  in  the 
transition  which  the  being  makes  from  one  state  to  another, 
whether  this  takes  place  in  an  instant,  or  endure  for  a  time 
in  continual  motion.  The  nature,  therefore,  of  the  tran- 
sient act  consists  in  transitiony  in  motion  without  rest 

ARTICLE    II. 
Different  kinds  of  Immanent  Acts, 

1205.  The  immanent  act  is  that  which  endures  with  a 
being  so  long  as  no  substantial  change  supervenes  in  it; 
and  among  immanent  acts  the  first  is  certainly  the  one  we 
have  indicated,  the  act  of  existence. 

But  besides  the  act  whereby  a  gfiven  being  exists,  we 
find  other  immanent  acts,  which  may  be  divided  into  two 
classes : 

I .°  Immanent  acts  which  precede  the  act  of  existence  (I 
mean  not  in  chronologfical  order,  but  in  the  intrinsic  order 
according  to  which  a  being  attains  its  proper  nature). 
Thus,  for  example,  we  have  seen  that  the  act  by  which 
human  nature  exists,  and  which  is  that  of  the  rational  prin- 
ciple, results  from  two  preceding  acts  (which  are,  as  it 
were,  its  form  and  matter),  viz.,  the  intellective  act  and 
the  act  of  the  fiindamental  animal  feeling,  both  of  which  are 
likewise  immanent ; 

2.°  Immanent  acts  which y^/to  the  act  of  existence,  but 
are  indivisibly  joined  to  it,  ^.^.,>the  stable  accidents  of  a 
substance,  such  as  habits. 

1206.  There  are,  therefore,  three  classes  of  immanent 
acts.  i.°  Those  which  precede  the  act  of  existence;  2.° 
The  act  itself  of  existence;  and,  3.°  Those  which  follow  the 
act  of  existence  with  a  stable  duration. 
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1207.  In  addition  to  this,  analysis  and  abstraction 
sometimes  decompose  an  act  into  several  different  rela- 
tions under  which  they  consider  it,  and  hence  immanent 
acts  multiply  in  human  language  and  conception. 

ARTICLE   III. 
Difficult}'  of  Explaining  Transient  Acts. 

1208.  It  was  in  Italy,  this  native  home  of  Dialectics,  that 
intellects  first  began  to  rise  to  the  most  difficult  questions. 
Here  it  was  understood  for  the  first  time  that  what  all  the 
world  admitted,  namely  the  operations  of  beings,  as  tran- 
sient acts,  was  much  easier  to  admit  th^n  to  explain  so  as 
to  bring  it  into  harmony  with  other  truths  furnished  by 
human  thought — a  harmony  which  was  seen  to  be  neces- 
sarj*^  because  truth  could  not  contain  in  itself  either  dis- 
agreement or  contradiction. 

1209.  The  difficulty  which  attracted  the  attention  of  the 
most  ancient  Italic  philosophers  went  direct  against  the 
vulgar  concept  of  transient  acts,  according  to  which  "  these 
acts  endure  for  some  time  in  continuous  change."  In  truth 
this  concept  of  continuous  changing  involved  insuperable 
difficulties,  which  when  fiilly  brought  out  by  the  most  subtle 
dialectics  of  the  celebrated  Italian  school  of  Elea,  stirred 
up  a  tumult  throughout  the  whole  field  of  philosophy; 
and  though  the  strife  was  several  times  renewed,  it  never 
ended  in  a  decisive  victory,  but  always  ceased  simply  from 
exhaustion.  To  me  it  seems  that  in  the  arguments  used  by 
the  Eleatic  philosophers  there  was  something  solid.  I  shall 
take  advantage  of  those  arguments  by  adducing  five  in  dis- 
proof of  the  continuity  of  the  acts  in  question. 

ARGUMENTS  AGAINST  THE  CONTINUOUS  CHANGE  WHICH  IS 
SUPPOSED  TO  TAKE  PLACE  IN  THE  TRANSIENT  ACT. 

1 2 10.  Argument  I.  If  a  being,  during  its  transient  act, 
g-oes  through  a  continuous  change,  none  of  the  states  which 
it  then  successively  assumes  has  any  duration  whatever. 


262 


PSYCHOLOGY. 


But  that  which  endures  not,  does  not  exist.  Therefore 
none  of  its  successive  states  exist.  Therefore  the  concept 
of  continuous  change  is  an  absurdity. 

121 1.  Argument  II.  If  the  whole  transient  act  taken 
together  has  a  certain  duration,  in  which  the  being  con- 
tinuously changes  its  state,  the  number  of  these  successi\'e 
states  does  not  exist,  because  no  number  of  instants,  how- 
ever great  we  may  suppose  it  to  be,  can,  by  being  added 
together,  form  a  duration.*  But  if  the  number  of  the  states 
which  it  must  pass  through  does  not  exist,  it  is  absurd  to 
think  that  it  can  pass  through  them  ;  because,  if  it  passes 
through  different  states,  these  must  have  a  determinate 
number,  since  nothing  occurs  in  nature  but  what  is  deter- 
minate. Hence  again  continuous  change  involves  absurdity. 
Therefore  it  is  impossible. 

12 12.  Argument  III.  If,  however,  anyone  should  say 
that  a  duration  is  actually  divisible  ad  mfinituvty  and  there- 
fore an  infinite  number  of  parts  might  exist  (a  thing  which, 
though  certainly  absurd,  has  been  affirmed  by  even  so 
great  a  man  as  Leibnitz  !),  then  we  shall  ask,  whether  each 
one  of  the  infinite  number  of  parts  into  which  the  duration 
is  supposed  to  be  capable  of  being  divided,  endures  for 
some  little  while,  or  does  not  endure  at  all — two  alter- 
natives between  which  there  is  no  middle  term.  Now  if 
each  part  has  a  duration,  then  in  order  to  pass  through  an 
infinite  number  of  durations,  however  small,  an  infinite 
time  would  be  required  and,  consequently,  the  transient 
act  would  never  be  completed.  This,  I  may  say  Cfi  passant^ 
was  one  of  Zeno's  arguments  against  continuous  motion.t 


•  Aristotle  knew  that  the  cotitinuous 
in  space,  time,  and  motion  cannot  result 
from  an  apjjrcgate  of  indivisibles,  and 
the  sixth  book  of  his  Phys^ics^  which 
deals  with  this  subject,  is  well  worth 
reading. 

f  The  four  celebrated  arguments  of 
Zcno  against  the  existence  of  motion 
are  cited  by  Aristotle,  Phys.  VI,  q.  i. 
The  first  three  are  directed,  not  exactly 
against  motion  in  general,  but  against 
continuous  motion.  Two  of  them  tend 
to  show  that  a  moving  object  cannot 


possibly  ever  reach  its  goal  if  it  mnst 
pass  through  an  infinite  number  of  parts 
of  space,  and  therefore  supposes  !i>p3ce 
actually  divisible  into  an  infinite  nam- 
ber  of  little  spaces.  The  third,  on  the 
contrary,  as  Aristotle  himself  observes, 
is  based  on  the  assumption  that  time  is 
actually  divided  into  an  infinite  number 
of  instants :  hence  it  says  that  the  body 
which  moves  would  in  eveiy  instant  be 
at  rest  and,  therefore,  would  not  move 
at  all.  This  argument,  reduced  to 
better  form,  may  be  expressed  Urns: 
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If,  on  the  other  hand,  each  part  has  no  duration,  but  is 
only  an  instant,  then  the  transient  act  can  have  no  dura- 
tion, which  is  against  the  hypothesis ;  because  an  infinite 
number  of  instants  each  of  which  has  a  duration  equal  to 
zero  gfives,  when  they  are  added  together,  a  duration  also 
equal  to  zero. 

12 13.  Argument  IV,  If  bodies  moved  with  continuous 
motion,  they  could  never  move  with  different  velocities. 
In  fact,  supposing  that  a  body  does  not  stop  in  any  place, 
it  must  pass  from  one  place  to  the  other  with  the  greatest 
possible  speed;  since  no  greater  speed  can  be  conceived 
than  that  which  runs  on  from  place  to  place  without  any 
the  least  pause  or  stoppage. 

12 14.  Argument  V.  I  draw  this  argument  from  the  time 
that  motion  takes  in  communicating  itself  to  all  the  parts 
of  a  body.  That  such  communication  requires  time,  and 
does  not  take  place  in  an  instant,  is  a  fact  which  no 
physicist  will  be  found  to  doubt.  This  is  the  reason,  for 
example,  why  a  ball  from  a  rifle  makes  a  hole  in  a  board. 
The  velocity  of  the  ball,  being  very  great,  destroys  the 
cohesion  of  the  parts  of  the  wood  in  less  time  than  it  takes 
the  motion  to  communicate  itself  to  the  whole  board,  which, 
therefore,  remains  in  its  place.  From  this  fact  we  may 
draw  two  equally  strong  proofs  of  the  non-continuity  of 
motion.  The  first  is,  that  if  motion  communicated  itself 
continuously,  ix.y  without  making  any  stoppage  in  any  of 
the  places  through  which  it  passes,  the  total  time  which  it 
would  take  would  be  7iil ;  because  in  the  same  way  that 
the  sum  of  any  number  of  zeros  is  only  zero,  so  the  sum 
of  any  number  of  instants  is,  so  far  as  duration  is  con- 

«*  A  body  cannot  exist  without  being  in  prove  that  motion  would  involve  this 

some  place.    Now  if  it  is  in  some  place,  absurdity  that  the  half  of  a  given  time 

it  must  be  there  for  some  time,  however  would  be  equal  to  the  whole  time.    But 

short,  because  if  it  were  not  there  any  this  is  a  mere  sophism,  because  the  ab- 

tinie,  it  would  not  be  in  a  place  at  all.  surdity  is  deduced  from   the  circum- 

It  is,  therefore,  essential  to  the  exist-  stance  that  a  body  moving  over  a  table 

ence  of  a  body  that  it  shall  always  be  at  rest  must  take  twice  as  much  time  to 

stopping  at   some    place.      Therefore,  cross  it  as  another  body  moving  with 

continuous  motion  is  impossible."   The  equal  rapidity  takes  to  cross  a  table  of 

fourth  argument  is  directed,  not  against  the  same  length  as  the  first,  but  moving, 

continuous  motion  alone,  but  against  also  with  the  same  rapidity,  in  the  oppo- 

motion  of  any  kind ;  for  it  pretends  to  site  direction. 


264  PSYCHOLOGY, 

cerned,  only  nil;  for  we  must  remember  that  the  instant 
has  no  duration.    This  arg^ument  resembles  the  preceding 
one  and  so  I  am  content  to  consider  it  simply  as  a  con- 
firmation of  that.    But  the  second  argument  is  new.    It  is 
this :  A  perfectly  hard  body,  when  receiving  from  another 
perfectly  hard  body  in  motion  an  impulse  to  motion,  does 
not  move  until  the  impulse  has  been  successively  com- 
municated to  all  its  parts.     Now,  in  order  that  this  com- 
munication may  take  place,  there  is  required,  as  we  have 
seen,  a  certain  time,  greater  or  less  according  to  the  bulk 
and  density  of  the  two  bodies  and  the  velocity  of  the  impel- 
ling one.  During  this  time  the  hard  body  which  receives  the 
impulse  offers  an  obstacle  to  the  moving  body  which  gives 
it.     It,  therefore,  stops  the  moving  body  for  a  little  while, 
after  which  both  bodies — the  impelling  one  and  the  im- 
pelled— move  on  according  to  the  laws  of  motion.     Here, 
then,  we  have  a  case  in  which,  beyond  all  question,  the 
motion,  which  seems  continuous,  of  the  first  body  has  stop- 
pages between  it.     There  is,  therefore,  first,  motion,  then  a 
rest  of  some  little  duration,  then  motion  again,  &c.    But 
according  to  the  law  of  inertia,   when  once   a  body  is 
at  rest,  it  remains  so,  unless  there  supervene  a  new  cause 
of  motion.     The  fact  we  have  just  pointed  out  is  at  vari- 
ance with  this  law,  and  we  must,  therefore,  admit  that  there 
is  a  species  of  pause  or  rest  which  is  perfectly  reconcilable 
with  the  motion  that  seems  to  be  continuous,  and  to  which 
the  law  of  inertia  applies.* 

Moreover,  if  the  body  impinged  upon  cannot  move  until 
after  the  impulse  has  propagated  itself  to  all  its  parts,  and 
if,  as  is  suggested  by  those  who  hold  motion  to  be  con- 
tinuous, the  propagation  does  not  stop  in  any  point,  motion 
would  be  impossible.  The  reason  is,  that  the  impulse  com- 
municated at  one  point  in  an  instant  would  either  produce 
motion  at  once,  or  the  motion,  finding  an  obstacle  to  its 
display,  would  be  crushed  and  extinguished.     On  the  other 

♦  If  we  suppose  the  body  struck  to  deed,  it  may  last  as  long  as  we  please, 
be  very  large,  the  pause  of  the  two  because  we  may  suppose  the  body  sttuck 
bodies  would  be  veiy  observable.    In-      to  be  as  large  as  we  please. 
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hand,  in  order  that  all  the  parts  may  acquire  the  same 
impulse  and  thus  be  able  to  move  on  together,  it  is  neces- 
sary that  the  impulse  should  be  preserved  alive  in  the  single 
parts  and  points  of  the  body  impelled,  during  all  the  time 
which  is  required  for  that  purpose.  Therefore,  each  part 
of  this  body  waits  for  a  certain  time  before  actually  begin- 
ning to  move.  Therefore,  the  motion  itself  (not  the 
impulse*)  is  communicated  to  the  body  impelled,  in  a  cer- 
tain time  and  not  in  an  instant.  But  all  bodies,  however 
small,  have  some  continuous  extension ;  consequently,  in 
them  all,  the  same  thing  must  take  place,  so  that  motion  is 
never  communicated  in  one  instant,  but  always  with  an 
interval  of  rest. 

Can  a  reply  be  made  to  these  arguments  r — In  our 
opinion  they  are  unanswerable  and  afford  so  many  proofs 
that  the  transient  acts  do  not  take  place  by  continuous 
change,  but  by  instants  more  or  less  separated  from  one 
another.  We  have  proved  this  same  thing  in  another 
work,  and  shown  that  actual  motion,  although  phenomen- 
ally continuous,  is  not  really  so.t 


•  We  say  here  "not  the  impulse," 
namely,  the  conation  to  move,  thus  to 
avoid  the  question  "  whether  the  cona- 
tion is  communicated  continuously  or 
in  frequent  instants  with  minute  inter- 
vals between."  At  the  same  time,  if 
this  question  also  were  proposed,  I 
think  it  would  not  be  dimcult  to  find 
in  nature  facts  proving  that  even  the 
conation  to  move  requires  time  for  its 
communication  and,  therefore,  that  the 
communication  of  living  force  is  inter- 
mittent, as  indeed  it  must  be,  if  it  con- 
sumes time.  If  the  communication 
were  continuous,  no  time  would  be 
found  in  it,  because  all  its  changes 
would  be  instantaneous,  and  no  num- 
ber of  instants,  even  infmite,  can,  when 
summed  up,  give  more  than  the  dura- 
tion of  one  instant,  which  is  nil.  Now, 
let  the  reader  consider  how,  in  the  fall- 
ing of  ponderable  bodies,  the  force  of 
attraction  increases  in  proportion  to 
times  and  moments  of  time.  This  force, 
therefore,  communicates  itself  in  time. 
The  same  thing  may  be  observed  with 
regard  to  the  smallest  attractions.    For 


instance,  whv  is  it  that  when  your  hat 
or  your  hancucerchief  falls  to  the  ground 
ana  you  pick  it  up  at  once,  you  find  it 
less  soiled  with  dust  than  if  you  let  it 
lie  there  for  some  time  ?  Simply  be- 
cause the  dust  needs  time  to  oe  at- 
tracted and  to  adhere.  Again,  if  you 
leave  your  Spanish  snuff  for  a  good 
while  in  your  snuff-box  without  touch- 
ing it,  it  will  form  itself  into  lumps,  and 
so  slowly  that  you  cannot  perceive  the 
movement.  Not  to  multiply  examples, 
chemical  experts  Imow  fiill  well  that  in 
calculating  the  effects  of  affinities  time 
must  be  taken  into  account.  And  as 
with  the  communication  of  the  cona- 
tion to  move,  so  with  its  destruction. 
Thus,  a  body  thrown  in  the  air  will 
take  some  time  in  extinguishing  the 
movement  which  carried  it  upwards, 
and,  before  descending,  will  stop  for  a 
moment  in  mid-air.  The  earth,  when 
it  has  arrived  at  the  solstice,  makes  a 
pause,  and  then  slowly  resumes  its  back- 
ward course :  and  so  on. 

t  New  Essay y  &c.,  vol.  ii,  813-819. 
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1 2 15.  The  difficulty  in  conceiving  that  the  motion  of 
real  things,  viz.,  the  change  of  transient  acts,  has  no  tnie 
continuity,  is  immense  for  minds  not  well  versed  in  philo- 
sophical speculation  ;  because  men  generally  are  inclined 
to  trust  the  phenomena  of  their  senses  to  such  a  degree  that 
they  can  hardly  think  anything  to  be  possible  which  does 
not  present  itself  in  a  sensible  form.     Hence  we  should 
not  be  in  the  least  surprised  if  many  persons  should  be 
found  talking  to  us  in  this  fashion :  "  Observation  shows 
us  that  motion  is  continuous,  and  the  facts  deposed  by 
observation  must  not  be  denied  as  you  yourself  are  con- 
tinually preaching  to  us."     It   is   difficult   to  make  such 
persons  see  that  observation  cannot   decide   the  present 
question,  which  deals  with  a  matter  lying  altogether  beyond 
sensible  observation  ;  which  deposes  only  to  the  apparent, 
while  on  the  other  hand  it  is  evident  that  all  things  below 
a  certain  degree  of  minuteness  escape  the  distinct  percep- 
tion of  our  senses. 

12 16.  And,  even  if  we  could  persuade  these  persons 
that   observation    can   say   nothing   in   the  present  case, 
because  in  the  matter  of  space,  time  and  motion,  the  inter- 
vals are  so  exceedingly  minute  that  no  human  sensitinty 
is  equal  to  apprehending  them,  or,  at  least,  that  no  atten- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  mind  is  equal  to  discovering  them 
in  the  sense  even  if  this  apprehended  them,   they  would 
still  be  ready  to  ask  us:  "But  how  is  it  possible  to  conceive 
a  transient  act  or  a  real  movement  taking  place  at  inter- 
vals ?"     This  question  is  no  longer  based  upon  observation, 
but  upon  reasoning,  which  considers  the  possibility  of  in- 
sensible things.     It  would  be  sufficient  to  reply,  that  even 
though  we  may  be  unable  to  explain  how  the  thing  takes 
place,  there  is  nothing  to  show  the  impossibility  of  it ;  and 
since  there  are  two  opposite  opinions,  the  one  of  which  is 
demonstrably  absurd  and  the  other  not,  we  ought  to  hold 
to  the  second  and  reject  the  first.     This,  I  say,  would  be 
sufficient ;  and  yet  many,  who  have  too  little  faith  in  what 
reason  proves  to  them,  would  not  be  persuaded  by  it.    To 
help  them  as  well  as  we  can  in  this  sort  of  mental  weakness, 
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which  prevents  their  giving  a  simple  and  firm  assent  to 
speculative  demonstrations  when  these  are  opposed  to 
sensible  appearances,  we  will  show,  in  the  first  place, 
directly,  that  the  sense  of  vision,  in  which  most  confidence 
is  placed,  when  it  gives  or  seems  to  give  evidence  of  the 
continuity  of  the  motion  of  a  body  (and  the  same  reasoning 
may  be  applied  to  the  other  senses),  is  not,  and  cannot  be 
a  competent  witness  to  the  continuity  of  motion. 

12 17.  It  is  a  fact  known  to  all  physicists,  and  furnished 
by  experience,  that  the  sensation  of  sight  has  a  certain 
duration  in  the  optic  sensory,  and  does  not  pass  in  an 
instant.  If  this  were  not  unquestionably  a  truth  of  experi- 
ence, we  could  prove  the  necessity  of  it  on  the  ground  that 
a  sensation  which  had  no  duration,  would  not  be  at  all. 
But  we  do  not  require  any  such  proof  from  reason.  Never- 
theless, although  every  optic  sensation  endures  for  some 
time,  the  generality  of  men  think  it  instantaneous,  because 
this  time  is  too  brief  to  be  perceived.  Granting,  then,  that 
all  optic  sensations  have  some  little  duration,  the  undeni- 
able consequence  follows  that  the  eye  can  bear  no  testimony 
to  continuous  motion,  because  it  cannot  testify  to  what  it 
does  not  see.  Continuous  motion  is  simply  a  continuous 
change  of  places,  in  none  of  which  the  moving  body  ever 
stops.  In  order,  therefore,  to  see  a  continuous  motion,  the 
eye  ought  to  have  a  succession  of  different  sensations,  with- 
out any  duration  in  them.  But  the  fact  is  not  so.  When  a 
man  thinks  he  sees  a  body  moving  continuously,  all  that 
his  eye  can  really  witness  to  is  a  series  of  sensations  which 
follow  one  another  continuously  (I  mean  with  insensible 
intervals),  and  each  of  which  lasts  for  some  little  while. 
Hence,  the  phenomenal  motion  also,  that  is,  motion  as  seen 
by  the  eye,  is  made  up  of  a  series  of  states  occurring  in  the 
moving  body,  and  each  having  its  own  little  duration. 
What  is  at  fault,  therefore,  is  the  attention  of  the  mind, 
which,  failing  to  observe  those  minute  durations,  supposes 
that  one  follows  the  other  without  any  interruption.* 

♦  If   a   wheel'  revolves  with  great      different  spokes,  but  confounds  them 
rapidity,  the  eye  does  not  discern  its     together  into  a  continuous  surface,  and 
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Setting  out  from  these  principles,  students  of  nature 
have  succeeded  in  inventing  certain  little  gim-cracks,  by 
which  they  make  bodies  appear  to  the  eye  to  move,  merely 
by  representing  successively  to  the  vision  a  certain  number 
of  bodies,  all  equal  in  size  and  form,  and  each  appearing  in 


this  because,  the  succession  of  sensa- 
tions being  too  rapid,  the  one  comes 
before  the  other  has  had  time  to  leave 
the  optic  sense.  This,  which  is  an  un- 
doubted fact,  admirably  confirms  the 
truth  of  our  contention.  If  when  the 
velocity  of  the  wheel  is  greater,  it 
causes  confusion  in  the  sensory  because 
this  receives  the  impressions  in  too 
rapid  a  succession,  we  must  needs  say 
that,  if  the  wheel  revolves  with  less 
celerity,  so  that  the  eye  can  distinguish 
the  spokes,  the  impressions  succeed 
each  other  with  less  rapidity,  so  that 
each  lasts  long  enough  to  be  distin- 
guished by  the  looker-on.  But  the  im- 
pressions succeed  each  other  with  ex- 
actly the  same  celerity  as  the  different 
states  of  the  wheel  which  they  repre- 
sent ;  therefore,  just  as  the  impressions 
endure  more  or  less  in  proportion  to 
their  greater  or  less  celerity,  so  must 
also  the  successive  states  of  the  wheel. 
Therefore  the  wheel  does  not  move  with 
a  continuous  motion. 

Now  this  is  already  a  physical  demon- 
stration that  the  motion  of  the  wheel  is 
not,  as  generally  believed,  continuous. 
And  as  to  the  optical  sensations  be- 
coming confounded  because  the  wheel, 
when  revolving  very  rapidly,  causes  the 
impressions  on  the  retina  to  succeed 
each  other  with  too  great  a  celerity — so 
that  the  preceding  sensation,  perhaps 
not  yet  fully  formed,  is  cancelled  by  the 
folloAving  one — this  also  can  be  proved 
by  a  very  simple  observation.  Suppose 
a  wheel  revolving  rapidly  in  the  dark ; 
if  a  sudden  flash  of  ligntning  should 
happen  to  burst  on  it,  your  eye  which 
receives  the  impression  thereof,  would 
instantly  distinguish  the  spokes,  as  if 
the  wheel  were  standing  still.  Why 
so  }  Because,  as  no  other  impression 
follows,  the  first  has  time  to  form  itself 
into  a  term  of  sensation  and  advertence. 
Moreover,  that  the  phenomenon  of  con- 
tinuous motion  arises  in  our  sense  even 
when  there  is  no  continuous  motion  in 
the  external  body,  is  proved  to  a  cer- 
tainty by  another  fact,  if  carefully  ob- 
served ;  I  mean  those  dreams  into  which 


motion  enters.     Sometimes  wc  dream 
that  we  ourselves  are  running,  or  that 
we  see  other  persons  or  things  rapidly 
moving  with  continuous  motion.    Nov 
there  is  not,  in  this  case,  outside  of  us, 
any  real  body  corresponding   to   the 
fantastic  representation,   moving  with 
continuous  or  any  other  motion.    It 
may,  perhaps,  be  said  that  there  is  con- 
tinuous motion  among  those  molecules 
of  the  brain  (the  organ  of  imagination) 
which  serve  to  produce   that  movinj^ 
scene  in  the  intenor  sense.     But  this  is 
impossible,  because  the  images  do  not 
arise  in  us  from  the  motion  of  running 
molecules,  but  from  molecules  agitated 
in  a  way  so  harmonious,  that  the  image 
corresponds  in  all  its  parts  to  the  corre- 
spondmg  movements  of  that  group  of 
molecules ;  just  as  is  the  case  with  the 
coloured  images  of  the  eye,  which  are 
not   excited  except  on   the  condition 
that   a    bundle    of   rays,   disposed  in 
different  colours,  shall  strike  the  retina 
and  distribute  themselves  according  to 
the  colours  of  the  image  which  they, 
for  this  very  reason,  excite  in  our  visual 
organ.  Now,  when  in  a  dream  a  peison 
is  seen  running,  we  must,  in  order  to 
explain  this  fact,   suppose  that  many 
images  of  the  same  person  appear  in 
succession,  since  the  corresponoing  har- 
monic movements  succeed  each  other, 
let  us  say,  in  a  streak  of  the  brain.  We 
cannot  suppose  that  the  image  itself  runs 
through  tne  brain,  or  that  the  move- 
ments of  the  image  roased  in  the  first 
moment  do  so,  because,  even  were  this 
possible,  we  should  then  not  see  the 
image  running,  but  the  image  would 
turn  into  various    streaks    of  colour. 
Therefore  the  apparent  motion  in  ques- 
tion  is  due   to   a  certain    numbo*  of 
images,   always  new  and  fixed  as  to 
place,  which  succeed    each  other  by 
reason  of  corresponding  movements  ex- 
cited in  various  minute  and  closely  con- 
tiguous spaces  of  the  brain;   each  of 
these  movements  lasting  an  exceedingly 
short   time,   but    long    enough   to  he 
formed,  distinguished  and  preserved  in 
the  soul. 
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a  place  so  near  to  the  one  preceding  it  as  to  seem  that  very 
same,  but  a  very  little  further  on.  In  seeing'these  similar 
bodies  presented  to  the  eye  in  places  so  near  to  each  other, 
the  spectator  takes  them  for  a  single  body  moving  with  con- 
tinuous motion.  By  this  contrivance  any  kind  of  motion 
can  be  apparently  imitated — the  linear,  circular,  &c. — 
while  at  the  same  time  the  body  that  seems  to  move  is 
not  an  identical  body,  but  a  series  of  similar  bodies  seen 
in  different  places,  and  representing  exactly  that  motion 
which  is  commonly  supposed  to  be  continuous. 

12 18,  Now  this  simple  experiment  enables  us  also  to 
dispose  of  the  question  so  frequently,  though  inconsider- 
ately, asked :  "  How  can  a  body  pass  from  one  place  to 
another  without  moving  continuously  through  all  the  inter- 
mediate spaces  ? "  The  nullity  of  this  difficulty  is  seen 
from  the  moment  that  the  possibility  of  motion  appearing 
continuous  without  being  truly  so  has  been  validly  estab- 
lished ;  and,  it  is  validly  established  by  adducing  even  one 
case  only  in  which  the  thing  is  seen  actually  to  happen. 
Nevertheless,  I  will  produce  another  case  out  of  the  many 
that  I  could  quote  from  physical  science  and  especially 
from  astronomy.     It  is  this: 

When  a  person  passes  before  a  mirror,  the  motion  of  the 
image  in  the  mirror  corresponds  to  the  motion  of  the 
person,  and  both  appear  continuous.  Now  how  is  the 
apparent  motion  of  the  image  brought  about  ?  Is  it  because 
something  passes  from  one  place  to  another  ?  Not  in  the 
least.  That  appearance  is  produced  by  means  of  ever  new 
rays  of  light,  which  depict  on  the  mirror  images  always 
new  or  physically  different  according  as  the  preceding  ones 
vanish ;  and  yet  it  seems  that  it  is  the  same  identical 
image  that  walks  and  passes.  Therefore  the  phenomenon 
of  continuous  motion  can  be  explained  without  its  being 
necessary  to  suppose  that  all  the  points  of  a  given  moving 
body  touch  all  the  intermediate  points  of  space  through 
which  it  passes  or  seems  to  pass. 

1 2 19.  Some  day  perhaps  it  will  be  possible  to  advance, 
in  favour  of  this  theory,  the  intermittence  of  light,  suspected 


370  PSYCHOLOGY. 

by  some  physicists,  though  not  yet  fiilly  proved.    Mean- 
while I  will  bring  forward  a  laist  objection. 

1220,  Someone  may  say:  "The  examples  which  yoa 
have  adduced  prove  plainly  that  the  phenomenon  of  con- 
tinuous motion  may  arise  without  the  motion  beii^  truly 
continuous,  by  the  successive  substitution  of  a  series  either 
of  similar  bodies,  or  of  similar  operations.  Now  do  you 
mean  to  affirm  that  bodies  which  move  do  not  preserve 
their  identity,  as  was  maintained  by  Leibnitz,  who  supposed 
that  the  full  and  the  void  of  space  were  made  of  an  im- 
mobile matter  constituting  infinite  space,  and  that  portions 
of  this  matter,  by  hardening  successively  (if  I  may  so  speak) 
in  tracks,  produced  the  appearance  of  an  identical  body 
moving  ?  '* 

I  reply,  that,  however  alien  such  a  supposition  may  be 
to  the  common  way  of  thinking,  which  stops  at  phenomena, 
and  does  not  go  in  search  of  the  reasons  or  causes  of  them, 
it  has  never  been  shown  to  be  either  absurd  in  itself,  or 
false  in  fact.  The  question  is  a  metaphysical  one,  and 
whatever  solution  may  be  given  of  it  leaves  physical  things 
as  they  were.  Hence  it  will  hardly  be  possible  to  prove  it 
either  false  or  true  by  physical  arguments. 

1 22 1.  But,  without  entering  into  an  examination  ot 
the  Leibnitzian  hypothesis,  I  ask:  Is  there  any  clear 
definition  of  what  constitutes  the  identity  of  a  body  ?  This 
is  a  question  more  difficult  of  solution  than  it  seems  to 
be.  I  will  here  treat  it  briefly,  but  sufficiently  for  the  pur- 
pose in  hand. 

In  a  body  we  must  distinguish  two  things,  extension  and 
force.  Now,  when  a  body  moves,  it  is  certain  that  its  ex- 
tension changes,  because  the  body  changes  place ;  and  one 
place  is  never  identical  with  another,  every  place  being 
outside  of  every  other.  What  prevents  many  minds  firom 
grasping  this  truth,  is  the  prejudice  that  bodies  have  an 
extension  of  their  own,  which  they  carry  about  with  them, 
as  if  extension  could  be  carried  fi-om  one  place  to  another, 
or  as  if  the  extension  of  a  body  and  that  of  a  place  occupied 
by  it  were  two  different  extensions,  whereas  they  are  per- 
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fectly  one  and  the  same.  In  this  belief  the  thought  is 
deluded  by  the  measure  or  quantity  of  the  extension  of 
each  body.  This  measure  or  quantity  is  always  preserved 
identical ;  but  the  extension  itself  changes,  the  body — as 
the  motion  proceeds — ^taking  always  a  new  one,  of  exactly 
the  same  dimensions  as  those  which  it  had  before.  Now 
since  the  extensions  in  which  the  body  successively  diffuses 
itself  are  in  every  respect  equal  in  size  and  uniform  in 
quality,  there  arises  very  readily  the  illusion  that  the 
body  has  but  a  single  extension,  which  it  carries  about 
with  itself. 

1222.  The  identity  of  a  body,  therefore,  must  be  due 
to  the  other  element,  namely,  the  corporeal  force.  Now 
this  force  is  merely  the  term  of  an  act  of  that  occult  agent 
which  we  have  called  corporeal  principle^  and  which  can  only 
be  simple.  In  what  does  the  identity  of  the  term  of  an  act 
consist  r  In  its  being  the  same  in  every  respect.  The  iden- 
tity sought  in  it  in  relation  to  the  act  is  a  specific  identity, 
because  this  essential  relation  is  what  specifically  con- 
stitutes the  term.  Thus  if  I  smell  a  hundred  times  the 
odour  of  roses,  though  the  acts  are  numerically  different, 
their  term  is  specifically  identical,  because  they  always 
terminate  in  the  self-same  kind  of  sensation,  the  odour  in 
question  being,  of  course,  supposed  invariable.  In  all 
these  acts  I  have  only  one  sensation,  that  of  the  odour 
of  roses,  related  to  various  acts.  Now,  if  the  corporeal 
principle  actuated  the  body  intermittently,  this  principle 
(being,  by  reason  of  its  simplicity,  capable  of  embracing 
the  whole  of  space  at  once,  as  we  have  seen  to  be  the  case 
with  the  sentient  principle)  could  make  the  body  appear 
successively  in  places  most  near  to  each  other,  so  near  as 
to  appear  continuous  and  uninterrupted,  and  thus  the  body 
would  seem  to  move  with  continuous  motion,  although  it 
would  not  do  so  in  reality.  Nevertheless,  it  would  always 
be  the  same  body,  because  it  would  always  be  the  term, 
similar  in  every  respect,  of  the  intermittent  acts  of  that 
simple  corporeal  principle.  Hence,  whatever  individual 
diversity  there  might    be,   it  would  be    entirely    undis- 
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cemible.  If,  however,  even  so  much  specific  identity 
retained  by  each  body  were  not  considered  sufficient,  and 
one  should  insist  upon  having  a  numerical  identity,  it  would 
not  be  impossible  to  find  this  also.  We  could  find  it  by 
considering  the  sensiferous  force  as  an  identical  virtue  of 
the  corporeal  principle,  operating  with  an  intermittence 
not  perceivable  by  the  senses. 

1223.  Let  us  conclude:  Transient  acts  are  formed  in 
an  instant,  or  are  a  compound  of  smaller  acts  formed  in 
so  many  instants  very  close  to  each  other,  the  inten-als 
between  them  being  of  a  duration  so  minute  as  not  to  be 
in  any  way  observable  by  man. 
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CHAPTER   X. 

OX  THE  NEXUS  BETWEEN  TRANSIENT  AND  IMMANENT  ACTS. 

1224.  In  attempting  to  explain  the  concept  of  transient 
act,  or  even  to  form  it  accurately,  other  difficulties,  in  no 
small  number,  present  themselves  to  the  philosophical 
speculator.  But  these  will  meet  us  as  we  proceed,  and 
then  we  shall  try  to  overcome  them.  To  bring  them  for- 
ward no\y  one  by  one  would  protract  our  discussion  to  a 
greater  length  than  is  necessary  for  the  object  w^e  are 
anxious  to  attain  by  it. 

Here,  therefore,  we  must  consider  the  nexus  between  the 
transient  act,  according  to  the  concept  just  given  of  it,  and 
the  immanent  act. 

We  have  said  that  this  concept  is  that  of  a  tra7isitio7t  or 
change,  which  takes  place  in  an  instant. 

1225.  Holding  firm  to  this  concept,  as  well  as  to  the 
theory  on  the  nature  of  the  instiuit  and  duration^  we  arrive 
at  a  definition  of  transient  act,  which  shows  in  the  clearest 
way  its  essential  relation  to  the  immanent  act.  It  is  this  : 
"  The  transient  act  is  always  the  beginning  or  the  end  of 
an  immanent  act,'*  or,  "  The  transient  act  is  only  the  begin- 
ning or  the  end  of  an  act  that  endures." 


VOL.    II. 
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CHAPTER  XI. 

COROLLARY  L      ASSUMING  THE    EXISTENCE  OF  TRANSIENT 
ACTS,  WE  CAN  PROVE  THE  EXI3TENCE  OF  GOD. 

1226.  The  above  definition  gives  us  a  most  important 
corollary,  which  we  wish  here  to  call  attention  to,  because 
we  shall  require  it  as  we  go  on,  in  order  to  be  able  to  pro- 
ceed with  full  clearness  and  distinctness  of  thoughts. 

The  corollary  is  that  of  the  existence  of  God,  proved  by 
the  mere  existence  of  transient  acts.  This  proof,  which 
seems  to  us  irrefragable,  may  be  conducted  in  the  following 
way  : 

If  there  are  transient  acts,  there  must  also  be  immanent 
acts,  since  the  former  are  only  the  beginnings  and  endings 
of  the  latter. 

But  no  immanent  act  can  be  the  cause  of  its  own 
ending;  for  no  act  can  be  the  cause  of  its  own  non-act, 
or  of  the  cessation  of  itself. 

Neither  can  the  immanent  act  be  the  cause  of  its  own 
beginning,  because  no  act  can  give  existence  to  itself,  since 
that  would  be  acting  before  existing. 

Xow  the  transient  act  must  also,  by  the  principle  of 
causation,  have  a  cause,  inasmuch  as  it  is  a  change  or 
transition,*  and  this  cause  cannot  be  the  act  itself,  for  the 
reason  just  mentioned,  that  what  is  not  cannot  g'ive  itself 
existence. 

If,  therefore,  the  transient  act  is  not  caused  by  the 
immanent  act  whose  beginning  or  end  it  is,  there  must  be 
another  immanent  act  to  cause  it. 

But  this  immanent  act  which  causes  the  transient  act, 

•  New  Essay f  vol.  ii,  567-569. 
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either  will  itself  have  a  beginning,  in  which  case  it  must 
have  been  caused  by  a  transient  act,  or  else  it  will  have  no 
beginning  at  all,  and  consequently  no  end. 

If  we  say  that  it  is  caused  by  a  transient  act,  we  shall 
be  obliged  to  ascend  to  another  immanent  act,  and  in  order 
to  avoid  having  recourse  to  an  infinite  series  of  causes  (in 
which  case  no  act  would  ever  be  produced,  because  its  pro- 
duction would  require  an  infinite  time,  and  an  infinite  time 
could  never  pass)  we  must  stop  at  an  immanent  act  which 
has  .neither  beginning  nor  end.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  we 
say  that  it  is  not  caused  by  a  transient  act,  we  have  again 
an  immanent  act  without  beginning  or  end. 

There  exists,  therefore,  an  immanent  act  without  begin- 
ning or  end  ;  and  this  is  God. 

Hence,  if  transient  acts  exist,  God  necessarily  exists.* 

1227.  This  proof  has  the  advantage  of  showing  directly 
that  God  is  an  immanent  act,  and  a  perfectly  pure  act. 

♦  The  proof  of  Grod's  existence'from  divine  existence  {^Sum.  Tfieol.,  Pt.  I,  q. 

the  fact  of  motion,  which  St.  Thomas  ii,  art.  3),  derives  its  force  from  the 

took  from  Aristotle  {PhyncSy  Bks.  VII  principles  we  have  laid  down  in  regard 

and  VIII),   and  called  the  first    and  to  the  nature  of  immanent  and  transient 

most  obvious  way  to  demonstrate  the  acts. 
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CHAPTER  XII. 

COROLLARY  IL      PROOF  OF  THE  CREATION. 

1228.  Now  the  above  is  a  most  fertile  truth,  and  the 
principle  of  the  whole  theory  concerning  the  Divine  nature, 
the  unfolding  of  which  theory  belongs  to  Natural  Theologs^ 

Among  the  other  things  which  it  implicitly  contains,  is 
a  direct  and  rigorous  proof  of  the  necessity  of  creation— a 
proof,  however,  which  I  do  not  remember  ever  to  have 
found  in  any  author.  It  may  be  stated  briefly  in  these  four 
propositions : — 

All  immanent  acts  that  have  a  beginning  and  an  end 
are  mixed  and  connected  with  transient  acts,  which  are 
exactly  their  beginnings  or  ends. 

Immanent  acts  which  begin  with  a  transient  act  cannot 
be  the  cause  of  this  transient  act. 

This  transient  act,  therefore,  by  which  the  immanent 
act  begins,  must  be  caused  by  an  immanent  act  which 
has  neither  beginning  nor  end,  and  is  not  mixed  with  any 
transient  act. 

Therefore,  this  immanent  act,  which,  as  we  have  seen, 
is  called  God,  in  producing  that  transient  act  which  gives 
beginning  to  an  immanent  act,  must  operate  in  such  a 
way  as  to  produce  that  act  outside  of  its  own  self  without 
giving  rise,  in  itself,  to  any  transition,  change  or  transient 
act. 

But  this  kind  of  operation,  considered  in  reference  to 
the  transient  act  produced  as  the  beginning  of  immanent 
act,  is  called  creatmi. 

Therefore  the  necessity  of  creation  is  a  fact,  that  is, 
crt^ation  is  necessary  in  order  to  explain  the  existence  of 
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Ae  world,  ^vhich  is  a  complex  aggregate  of  immanent  and 
transient  acts  bound  together. 

I  feel  confident  that  intelligent  readers  will  find  this 
demonstration  fully  as  cogent  as  any  to  be  read  in 
Euclid.* 


*  From  it  we  may  draw  a  direct  refu- 
uiioo  of  the  pantheism  of  the  School 
cc'  Eka,  and  propeiiy  of  Xenophanes. 
r^Khse  philosophers  fell  into  this  error 
&«vi  not  being  able  to  unveil  the  mys- 
toy-of  transient  acts.  The  principle 
fra-n  which  Xenophanes  set  out  was. 
Ex  nikilo  nihil  _/&  (See  Aristotle,  De 
Xnapkant^  Zenone  et  Gargia) ;  and  he 
cQQstmed  it  as  meaning  mat  transient 
act»  are  in  contradiction  with  the  prin- 
q]ie  of  causation,  and  therefore  do  not 
oisL  We  reply:  It  is  not  true  that 
tia&sient  acts  conflict  with  the  principle 
c-f  causation.  ^Wliat  is  true  is  that  they 
oapiy  a  first  cause  which  operates  in 
>ich  a  manner  that  the  transient  acts 
^  not  in  any  way  affect  itself.  Now, 
9Dce  these  acts  must  remain  distinct 
oom  that  cause,  we  are  bound  to  say 
tiut  the¥  are  merely  effects  of  its  opera- 
tion ancf  not  acts  of  which  it  is  itself  the 
Abject ;  which  is  equivalent  to  saying 
LTat  "this  first  cause,  oj>erating  with 
4D  immanent  act,  creates  immanent  as 
Tdl  as  transient  acts  outside  of  itself." 
Tkat  the  inabilfty  just  named  was 
:iie  logical  origin  of  Eleatic  Pantheism, 
auy  be  gathered  also  from  the  follow- 
mg  puLssage  of  Aristotle.  Seeking  to 
explain  how  philosophers,  in  searching 
fefthc  material  cause  of  things,  were 


forced,  by  the  connection  of  ideas,  to 
go  further  and  search  for  their  efficient 
cause,  he  says:  "Proceeding  in  this 
way,  they  were,  by  the  nature  itself  ot 
the  subject,  led  on  into  further  investi- 
gation. Indeed,  if  all  corruption  and 
all  generation  proceed  from  something, 
be  it  one  or  manv,  how  and  for  what 
reason  does  this  nappen  ?  Clearly,  a 
subject  cannot  cause  itself  to  change ; 
for  example,  wood  and  bronze  are  not 
the  cause  of  their  own  changes ;  nor 
does  the  wood  make  the  bed,  or  the 
bronze  the  statue.  The  cause  of  the 
change  is  something  else.  Now,  to 
search  for  this  is  to  search  for  another 
principle  [besides  the  fnaterial\  just  as 
we  do  when  we  ask  the  question :  What 
is  the  principle  of  motion?  Those, 
then,  who  first  entered  upon  this  path, 
and  posited  a  single  subject,  did  not 
see  any  difficulty  in  the  assumption. 
But  some  of  them,  who  posited  the 
One,  as  if  vanquished  by  this  question, 
say  that  the  One  is  immutable,  and 
that  the  same  is  true  of  the  whole  of 
nature,  not  only  with  respect  to  genera- 
tion and  decay  (for  this  opinion  is  old 
and  was  admitted  by  all),  but  also  with 
respect  to  every  other  change,  an  opinion 
which  is  peculiar  to  them.*' — Metaph,^ 
L.  I,  c.  3. 
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CHAPTER  XIII, 

NO  BEING  MOVES,  I.E.,  PERFORMS  TRANSIENT  ACTS,  BY 
ITSELF  ALONE.  EACH  REQUIRES  THE  COOPERATION 
OF  SOMETHING    DIFFERENT   FROM  ITSELF. 

1229.  Let  US  now  pass  on  to  another  difficulty,  which 
presents  itself  in  the  concept  of  transient  act. 

Transient  acts  can  be  only  acts  coming  from  immanent 
ones.  That  which  is,  is  immanent,  since,  as  we  have  seen, 
a  being  without  any  duration  is  an  absurdity.  The  instant 
is  the  limit  of  duration  and,  therefore,  supposes  duration. 
It  cannot  stand  by  itself,  any  more  than  can  the  mathe- 
matical point,  which  is  the  limit  of  the  line. 

Now,  an  immanent  act  which  produces  a  transient 
act,  either  produces  it  by  an  eternal  act,  also  imma- 
nent, in  which  case  it  is  not  the  subject  of  the  tran- 
sient act  (this,  we  have  seen,  takes  plaie  only  in 
creation) ;  or  else  it  produces  a  transient  act  of  which  it  is 
the  subject,  so  that  the  transient  act  is  an  act  of  its  own. 
Thus,  for  example,  the  act  by  which  the  sentient  principle 
feels  a  new  sensation,  or  the  act  by  which  the  rational 
principle  forms  a  new  thought,  are  transient  acts,  whose 
subject  is  the  sentient  principle,  or  the  rational  principle. 
These  transient  acts  modify  the  subject  which  performs 
them,  produce  something  new  in  it,  and  it  is  in  the 
explanation  of  them  that  the  difficulty  to  which  we  have 
alluded  presents  itself.     It  is  this  : 

If  a  being  (which  is  an  immanent  act)  becomes  the  sub- 
ject of  transient  acts,  in  other  words,  modifies  itself,  we 
must,  on  the  principle  of  causation,  assign  a  sufficient 
reason,  a  cause  of  this  modification. 

The  being  itself,  that  is,  the  immanent  act  itself,  does  not 
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contain  the  sufficient  reason  or  the  fiill  cause  of  this 
novelty,  because  if  it  did  so,  the  act  produced  would  not 
be  transient,  but  immanent,  in  other  words,  it  would 
always  have  existed  in  the  immanent  act ;  for  when  the 
full  cause  is  posited,  the  effect  exists.  But  the  immanent 
act  was  before  the  transient  act  appeared ;  therefore,  the 
immanent  act  is  not  the  full  cause  of  the  transient  acts 
which  manifest  themselves  in  it  as  so  many  accidents 
belonging  to  it. 

This  is  a  fresh  proof  that  the  immanent  act,  which  is  the 
subject  of  the  transient  act,  cannot  be  its  full  cause — a 
proof  which  must  be  added  to  the  one  given  above. 

1230.  The  consequence  of  this  is,  that  no  being  is  truly 
and  strictly  self-moving ;  some  foreign  agent  must  concur 
in  its  movement,  that  is,  in  its  change. 

1 23 1.  To  avoid  this  consequence,  which  seemed  to  them 
a  difficulty,  many  ancient  philosophers  placed  the  essence 
of  the  soul  in  motion ;  *  but,  setting  aside  the  fact  that 


*  Ancient  philosophy  was  very  much 
trammelled  by  the  poverty  and  imper- 
fection of  philosophic  language.  Tiede- 
mann  notices  this  in  reference  to  the 
Greek  philosophy  when  expounding  the 
argument  of  Plato*s  Parmenides.  I 
find  the  same  difficulty  in  all  times 
down  to  our  own.  A  history  of  philo- 
sophy ought  most  carefully  to  collect 
the  examples  of  these  obstacles,  which 
the  scarceness  and  ambiguity  of  terms 
placed  in  the  way  of  the  free  progress 
of  philosophic  thought,  and  to  show 
that  this  is  one  of  the  chief  sources  of 
the  dissensions  and  disputes  that  divide 
philosophers.  But  a  true  history  of 
philosophy  has  not  yet  been  written, 
nor  will  it  be  written  for  some  time  to 
come.  Even  the  time  for  writing  it 
will  not  come,  imless  the  historians  of 
this  science,  the  mother  and  ground  of 
all  the  others,  limit  their  researches  to 
a  narrow  sphere,  by  giving  us  accurate 
special  histories  of  the  several  schools 
or  of  the  several  nations.  Meanwhile, 
I  think  it  will  not  be  useless,  whenever 
the  opportunity  presents  itself,  to  point 
out  examples  of  the  inadequacy  of  the 
words  employed  by  the  greatest  think- 
ers, and  the  inconstancy  of  the  meaning 


which  they  intended  to  express  in  using 
them. 

The  word  motion^  in  its  proper  sense, 
belongs  to  bodies  which  are  transported 
from  one  place  to  another.  But  it  is 
easy  to  observe  that  the  same  word 
comes  gradually  to  receive  a  wider  and 
wider  meaning  in  the  course  of  the  only 
psychological  work  left  to  us  by  Aris- 
totle, until  at  last  it  is  made  to  signify 
in  general  any  kind  of  transient  act. 

i.°  Aristotle  distinguishes  primarily 
four  kinds  of  motion — transference y 
alteration^  increcue^  diminution  (De 
An.f  Bk.  I,  chap.  iii).  Now  it  is  clear 
that  alteration^  increase,  and  diminu- 
tion are  not,  properly  speaking,  motions, 
but  rather  tne  effects  produced  in  a 
material  substance  by  tne  concurrence 
of  several  motions.  Still,  these  pre- 
tended species  of  motion  do  not  go 
beyond  body;  they  are  motions  and 
cfifccts  of  motion  m  a  material  sub- 
stance. 

2.°  According  to  this  concept  of 
motion,  Aristotle  distinguishes  motion 
from  sense,  saying  that,  of  the  philo- 
soplicrs  before  him,  some  had  placed 
the  essence  of  the  soul  in  motion,  some 
in  sense f  and  some  in  both  together 
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motion  is  not  a  substance,  and  requires  a  substance  as  its 
subject,  and  also  a  cause;  if  the  essence  of  the  soul  con- 
sisted in  motion,  this  motion  would  have  to  be  always  the 
same,  because  if  it  varied,  we  should  be  obliged  to  have 
recourse  to  another  cause  to  explain  this  variation.  Hence 
Aristotle  concludes  that,  rather  than  motion,  rest  is  what 
must  be  attributed  to  the  soul.* 

1232.  He  observes  that  the  philosophers  in  question 


{Ibid.,  chap.  ii).  A  little  further  on, 
however,  he  forgets  this,  and  says  that 
*♦  all  define  the  soul  from  three  things, 
motion,  sense,  and  the  incorporeal," 
where  by  incorporeal  he  seems  to  mean 
the  intellect,  or  the  idea.  But  after- 
wards he  finds  motion  even  in  sense, 
for  he  says :  **  But  if  the  soul  moves, 
one  would  say  that  it  is  moved  chiefly 
by  the  scnsiblcs  ;'*  and  later  on,  attack- 
ing Plato,  he  says  **  that  the  latter 
holds  the  soul  of  the  universe  to  be 
similar  to  what  is  called  intellect,  for 
the  reason  that  he  attributes  to  it  a 
circular  motion.  Now  the  motion  of 
the  sensitive  or  of  the  concupiscent  soul 
is  not  circular." 

3.°  Further  on,  not  content  with 
having  granted  motion  to  sense,  he 
attributes  it  also  to  intellect,  sajdng 
that  •'  the  motion  of  the  intellect  is  in- 
tellection; "  but  afterwards  he  denies 
this,  by  saying  that  **  intellection  is 
more  similar  to  a  kind  of  quiet  and 
rest."  In  the  following  chapter,  more- 
over, he  admits  that  grief  and  joy  and 
reasoning  are  motions,  but  maintains 
that  the  soul  produces  them  without 
movnng  itself,  and  merely  by  making 
the  heart  and  the  body  move,  partly 
with  a  motion  of  transference,  partly 
with  one  of  alteration.  "This  must 
not,"  he  writes,  "  be  understood  to 
mean  that  the  motion  is  in  it,  but  only 
that  it  sometimes  goes  to,  and  some- 
times from  it.  For  example,  sensation 
goes  from  things  to  it,  and  reminiscence 
goes  from  it  to  such  motions,  or  to  such 
states  of  rest  as  are  found  in  the  senses." 

Even  admitting  that  when  Aristotle 
speaks  of  the  niai'ement  of  sense  and  of 
reason,  he  is  using  the  word  metaphori- 
cally, it  cannot  be  denied  that  such 
metaphors  often  render  his  meaning 
obscure  and  uncertain. 

In  the  third  book  of  the  Metaphysics, 
he  employs  the  word  motion  m  a  still 


wider  sense,  teaching  that  '*  all  actions 
take  place  through  movement."  Now, 
the  same  most  extensive  signification  is 
attributed  to  the  word  motion  (wn-jir) 
by  Plato,  as  may  be  seen  in  Thextetns, 
and  by  all  ancient  philosophy. 

♦  The  arguments  employed  by  Aris- 
totle to  prove  that  the  soul  does  not 
move  itself  of  its  own  nature,  may  be 
reduced  pretty  nearly  to  the  following: 

I  .^  If  the  soul  moved  itself  of  its  own 
nature,  it  would,  in  moving,  have  to 
employ  a  force,  and  this  would  be  doing 
violence  to  itself;  and  the  same  m-onld 
be  true  when,  being  in  motion,  it  tiied 
to  bring  itself  to  rest.  But  in  the  nature 
of  the  soul  we  find  no  violent  move- 
ments, only  spontaneous  ones  (Bk.1, 
3,  4).  This  would  likewise  be  opf)osed 
to  the  well-being  of  the  soul,  b^use 
the  violent  is  opposed  to  happiness,  so 
that  in  this  case,  the  soul  would  be,  by 
nature,  unhappy. 

2.^  If  the  soul  is  in  motion  because  it 
moves  the  body,  the  motion  of  the  sod 
ought  to  be  similar  to  that  of  the  body, 
and,  therefore,  a  motion  of  transferoice. 
In  this  case,  the  soul  might  leave  the 
body  and  afterwards  return  to  it  (1, 3, 6). 

3.°  If  the  soul  moves  itself,  it  is  at 
once  the  movent  and  the  moved.  Nov, 
since  that  which  is  moved  goes  to  a  dis- 
tance, the  soul,  in  so  far  as  it  is  moved, 
could  go  away  from  itself,  from  its  own 
substance,  in  so  far  as  it  is  movent 

4.°  If  the  essence  of  the  soul  con- 
sisted in  motion,  it  would  be  impossible 
to  explain  its  rest.  Now,  it  is  certab 
that,  when  the  inteUect  has  intuited  tlie 
first  principles,  it  rests  in  them;  and 
likewise,  wnen  it  has  reached  the  con- 
clusion of  the  syllogism,  it  rests  in  it. 

5.°  Finally,  the  nature  of  the  intellect 
is  unalterable,  and,  therefore,  immov- 
able, not  being  corrupted  with  the  cor- 
ruption of  the  body. 
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came  to  this  opinion,  because  they  could  not  conceive  how 
that  which  gives  motion  could  do  so  unless  it  were  itself  in 
motion,*  and  in  combating  them,  after  having  proved  that 
the  soul  does  not  move  itself,t  he  concludes  that  it  is  not 
necessary  for  that  which  imparts  motion  to  be  itself  in 
motion.J 

But  this  opinion  is  open  to  many  difficulties.  Either 
the  word  motion  is  understood  in  its  proper  sense,  of  local 
motion  belonging  to  bodies,  and  then  it  is  easy  to  prove 
that  the  soul,  being  simple  and  spiritual,  is  exempt  from  it, 
and  hence  can  move  bodies  without  being  itself  in  motion, 
since  it  is  principle  and  bodies  are  its  term,  and  in  this 
term  there  is  space,  place,  and  motion. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  may  give  to  the  word  motion  a 
more  extensive  signification,  making  it  mean  the  transient 
act  of  mutation,  or  of  the  occurrence  of  something  new,  as 
Aristotle  frequently  does.  Hence,  as  it  cannot  be  denied 
that  the  powers  of  the  soul  come  forth  into  transient  acts, 
Aristotle  remarks  that  Democritus,  who  attributed  motion  to 
the  soul,  confounded  the  power  of  the  soul,  to  which  motion 
belongs,  with  the  soul  itself,  to  which  it  does  not  belong. I 

♦  De  Anima,  I,  2. 

t  Nevertheless,  he  attributes  to  the 
•}Oul  accidental  motion  [xara  <rt;^3(3^xof  1, 
similar  to  that  of  persons  who,  being  m 
a  boat  and  not  walking,  nevertheless, 
move  with  the  motion  of  the  boat. 
Thus  the  soul,  though  immobile  in  the 
body,  moves  when  the  body  moves. 
But  such  mode  of  conceiNong  move- 
ment in  the  soul  shows  that  even  the 
Philosopher  of  the  Schools  had  not  at- 
tained a  pure  and  clear  concept  of  the 
soul.  Tnis  arose  from  his  not  having 
distinguished  with  sufficient  accuracy 
and  constancv  the  principle  from  the 
term  of  the  numan  individual.  If  he 
had  seen  or  felt  the  supreme  importance 
of  this  distinction,  he  would  have  recog- 
nised two  things :  (i.°)  that  the  soul  is 
the  principle^  and  that,  'although  essen- 
tially connected  with  its  term,  it  is  not, 
therefore,  its  term,  but  something  sub- 
stantially distinct  from,  and  even  op- 
posed to,  its  term ;  {2°)  that  all  move- 
ment begins  in  the  term,  and  none  in 
the  principle,  so  that  the  soul  remains 


exempt  from  all  local  movement, 
whether  in  itself  or  per  accidens.  But 
if  it  moved  as  a  sailor  does  in  a  ship, 
this  would  be  a  local  motion,  and  there 
would  be  no  contradiction  in  supposing 
that  it  moved  also  of  itself. 

X  Ibid,  Aristotle  having  declared 
that  the  soul  imparts  motion  without 
being  itself  in  motion,  Aurcolus  and 
others  observed  that  the  argument  for 
the  existence  of  God,  drawn  from  the 
necessity  of  an  immobile  to  move  mobile 
things,  does  not  strictly  prove  God's 
existence,  but  only  that  of  a  world-soul. 
But,  as  Cardinal  Gaetano  says :  ^^ Prima 
vice  (dcmonstrandi  Dei  Existentiam)  ex 
parte  motus  sat  est  quod  inferat  *  Ergo 
datur  primutn  nurvens  immobile^*  non 
curando  utrum  illud  sit  anima  casli  aut 
mundi  ;  hoc  enitn  quceretur  in  sequenti 
qucestione,^*  and  tnis  is  St.  Thomas* 
purpose,  when  he  demonstrates  the  ex- 
istence of  God  from  motion  (In  Sum, 
TheoL^  Pt.  I,  q.  ii,  art.  3). 
De  Animd,  I,  3. 
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But,  if  the  powers  of  the  soul  are  only  its  activities, 
lying  in  its  essence,  we  must  admit  that  the  soul  remains 
modified  by  the  acts  of  its  powers,  not  only  when  these  are 
acting,  but  also  after  they  have  acted,  inasmuch  as  habit 
remains  in  it  as  a  residue  of  that  action.  For,  although  the 
soul  has  the  nature  of  principle^  still  this  principle  has  its 
activity  increased  or  diminished,  and  thus  there  arise  in  it 
certain  changes,  and  in  these,  in  a  metaphorical  sense, 
certain  motions,  because,  after  all,  the  soul  is  the  subject  of 
all  the  acts  of  its  powers,  and  the  subject  is  modified  by  its 
transient  acts. 

It  is  true  that  Aristotle  says  that  the  soul  is  an  act  (the 
act  by  which  the  body  is  living) ;  but  he  cannot  deny  that 
this  first  act  is  such  that  it  can  and  does  perform  other 
transient  acts,  and,  therefore,  is  not  pure  act  and  free  firom 
all  mutation,  but  passes  from  potentiality  to  act.* 

1233.  If,  then,  the  word  motion  is  taken  to  mean  any 
transition  from  potentiality  to  act  (and  it  is  in  this  tran- 
sition that  the  nature  of  the  transient  act  lies),  we  must  say 
that  the  truth  in  this  matter  lies  mid-way  between  the 
opinion  of  those  philosophers  who  placed  the  essence  of  the 
soul  in  motion,  and  that  of  Aristotle  who  denies  all  motion 
to  the  soul.  It  is  :  "  That  the  soul,  like  every  other  being 
which  is  not  the  first,  is  an  immanent  act,  the  subject  of 
transient  acts,  but  not  their  full  cause.^t  Indeed,  if  it  were 
their  full  cause,  the  acts  would  never  cease  so  long  as  the 
cause  lasted,  and  thus  they  would  be  immanent,  as  is  the 
case  with  God*s  creative  act,  which  is  eternal  and  neither 


♦  St.  Thomas  admits  that,  if  we  set 
out  with  the  principle,  *•  Evcr}'thing 
that  moves  is  moved  by  another,"  there 
cannot  be  any  true  sclf-movcnts  {Sum. 
Theol.^  Pt.  I,  q.  ii,  art.  3).  Now,  even 
the  soul  moves,  that  is,  passes  to  tran- 
sient acts,  .and,  therefore,  it  is  not  true 
that  the  demcmstration  of  the  existence 
of  God  from  motion  proves  only  the 
existence  of  a  world-soul^  although 
Gaetano  grants  it  to  Averroes  and 
Aureolus,  supposing  the  truth  of  Aiis- 
totle's  dictum  that  the  soul  does  not 
move,   does  not  undergo  change  from 


transient  acts.  If  the  soul  docs  not 
move  with  local  motion,  it  moves, 
nevertheless,  from  {potentiality  to  act. 
and  this  is  enough  to  necessitate  the 
admission  of  a  mover,  in  whom  there 
are  no  transient  acts,  and  no  motioii 
from  potentiality  to  act. 

t  The  acute  Gaetano  writes:  "ZV 
ratione  causa  est  eMcacia  ;  nisi  enim 
causa  aliquid  effictat^  causa  in  actu— 
did  non  potest.  Oportct  ergo  ad  hx 
quod  causa  ratio  sen.'etur,  utcausalitas 
i I  litis  compleatur^^  {In  Sum.  TkeoL^ 
Pt.  I,  q.  ii,  art.  3). 
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has  nor  places  in  Grod  any  change  or  transition  whatever. 
In  the  contrary  hypothesis  the  soul  would  be  a  self-^moveniy 
the  concept  of  which  involves  contradiction,  as  we  have 
said. 

1234.  If,  then,  no  being  can  be  a  true  self-movent,  that 
is,  the  fiill  cause  of  its  own  transient  acts,  we  must  further 
inquire  how  these  arise,  what  is  their  full  cause. 

For  this  purpose  we  must  recall  to  mind  that  the  soul 
has  the  nature  of  principle,  and  that  the  concept  of  prin- 
ciple involves  that  of  act.  But  a  principle  does  not  exist 
without  its  term,  and  it  is  from  its  term  that  it  receives  its 
actuality  and  activity. 

The  sensitive  soul  has,  for  its  term,  space  and  body. 

The  rational  soul  has,  for  its  term,  being. 

Now,  if  the  term  changes,  the  actuality  and  activity  of 
the  principle  change  in  consequence.  Hence,  as  we  have 
already  said,  the  caCuse  of  the  transient  acts  that  happen  in 
the  soul  must  be  sought  in  the  change  of  its  terms ;  for  the 
principle  is  essentially  act  and  therefore  indifferent  to  its 
terms ;  nor  does  its  activity  ever  cease,  whatever  term  be 
given  to  it ;  on  the  contrary,  it  receives,  according  as  the 
term  is,  a  greater  or  less  degree  of  actuation. 

1235.  This  truth,  which  is  furnished  by  internal  obser- 
vation, explains  how  in  the  soul  there  can  be  potentiality, 
though,  being  a  principle,  it  is  essentially  act;  which 
would  seem  to  be  a  contradiction.  But  if  we  admit  that 
the  act  itself  receives  more  or  less  entity  according  to  the 
nature  of  the  terms  supplied  to  it,  we  see,  on  the  one  hand, 
that  it  always  remains  pure  act,  although  greater  or  less, 
and  never,  properly  speaking,  with  any  part  of  its  essence 
existing  only  in  potentiality,  while,  on  the  other  hand, 
being  capable  of  increase  or  diminution,  it  is  rightly  said 
to  be  in  potentiality  with  respect  to  this  increase  or  diminu- 
tion of  itself. 

1236.  And  thus  is  explained  the  true  concept  of  poten- 
tialityy  as  a  negation  of  act y  and  not  as  something  positive 
constituting  a  substantial  part  of  the  principle-being. 

1237.  It  is  true  that,  between  a  term  being  fully  given 
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to  a  principle  and  its  being  altogether  denied  to  it,  there  is 
an  intermediate  state,  which  consists  in  its  being  given  to 
it  imperfectly,  so  that  the  principle  cannot  be  fully  actuated; 
in  which  case  there  appears  the  bad  condition  of  the  prin- 
ciple itself,  and  a  state  of  combat  between  it  and  its  term ; 
but  we  will  speak  of  this  elsewhere. 

1238.  We  may  now,  therefore,  conclude  that  the  ground 
of  transient  acts  must  not  be  sought  for  in  the  principle- 
being,  but  in  the  term-being.  Hence  it  will  be  necessary 
to  examine  with  the  utmost  care  what  are  those  forces, 
virtues,  or  causes  that  change  the  term-being,  and  how  they 
operate.  This  will  enable  us  to  explain  how  transient  acts 
are  possible,  because  it  will  make  us  see  how  they  are 
formed.  But,  as  not  all  beings  operate  in  the  same 
manner,  it  will  furthermore  be  necessary  for  us  to  descend 
to  the  different  kinds  of  beings  and  of  the  transient  acts 
severally  belonging  to  them.  This  we  shall  do  in  the 
follewing  chapter. 
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CHAPTER  XIV. 

OF  DIFFERENT  NATURAL  AGENTS  AND  THEIR  DIFFERENT 
MODES  OF  ACTION,  AND,  FIRST,  OF  THE  ACTION  ATTRI- 
BUTED  TO   BODIES. 

1239.  All  the  above  remarks  seemed  to  us  to  be  neces- 
sary as  preliminaries  to  the  explanation  we  have  to  offer 
of  the  movement  of  the  rational  principle ;  because  the  con- 
dition of  this  movement  is  not  cleariy  conceived  by  the 
mind,  unless  (i)  the  nature  of  the  movement  of  all  beings  in 
general,  and  particulariy  of  those  that  are  subjects  of  tran- 
sient acts,  is  known,  and  (2)  unless  the  movement  of  the 
rational  principle  is  compared  with  that  belonging  to  the 
other  ag'ents  of  nature.  The  first  of  these  two  things  was 
done  in  the  preceding  chapter ;  the  second  remains  to  be 
done  in  this. 

1 240.  To  man,  no  filled  space,  I  mean  space  distinguished 
by  means  of  a  body  diffused  in  it,  has  been  given  by  nature 
except  that  occupied  by  the  fundamental  feeling. 

The  confines  of  this  space  are  not  felt  at  first,  but  are 
found  afterwards  by  means  of  surface  sensations. 

But  even  these  confines  could  not  be  perceived,  unless 
some  space  beyond  these  same  confines  were  felt.* 

Here  we  must  stop,  because  for  our  present  purpose 
this  already  requires  explanation. — "  How  can  anything  be 
felt  beyond  our  own  bodies  ?  " 

1 24 1-  W'e  have,  it  is  true,  the  perception  of  unlimited 
space ;  but  this  space  is  indistinct,  that  is,  has  not  yet 
any  relation  to  the  bodies  that  do  or  may  fill  it.  Hence, 
it  is  not  sufficient  for  explaining  how  we  acquire  the  know- 

•  Anthropology,  Bk.  H,  nos.  154-180.    • 
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ledge  of  that  distinct  space,  which  exceeds  the  confines  of 
our  body,  I  mean  the  knowledge  of  the  relation  between 
our  bodies  and  immeasurable  space. 

The  solution  of  this  difficulty  must  be  derived  from  the 
distinction  of  the  two  modes  of  feeling,  the  subjective  and 
the  extra-subjective. 

The  subject  diffuses  itself  in  the  corporeal  fundamental 
feeling  as  a  master,  as  in  a  thing  belonging  to  it,  joined 
with  it  as  a  part  or  rather  continuation  of  itself.  It  acts  in 
it,  and  requires  it  as  an  essential  condition  of  itself.  Here 
no  linear  or  superficial  confines  appear ;  it  is  a  solid  feeling, 
beyond  which  nothing  corporeal  is,  or  can  be  felt ;  because 
it  has  no  sensible  relations  to  any  foreign  body. 

The  extra-subjective  sensation  is  of  quite  another  kind. 
It  bears  witness  to  a  force  foreign  to  that  of  the  felt— a 
force  which  produces  a  certain  violence  (though  sometimes 
pleasant)  in  the  fundamental  feeling.  The  foreign  force 
acts  in  the  feeling's  own  extension,  in  the  fundamental 
felt,  and  then  this  extension  takes  outline  and  shape.  Now 
it  is  necessary  to  understand  well  the  nature  of  these  super- 
ficial confines,  which  our  fundamental  felt  thus  acquires. 

First  of  all,  when  our  touch  is  affected  by  a  foreign  body, 
we  distinguish  this  body  as  foreign,  because  we  feel  that  its 
action  is  not  that  of  our  sentient  principle ;  on  the  contrary, 
this  principle  is  in  that  action ;  we  feel  that  the  foreign 
agent  is  not  felt  in  itself;  only  the  effect  and  term  of  its 
action  are  felt,  because  the  feeling  which  we  have  of  it  is 
not  that  of  a  solid,  but  of  a  surface.  We,  therefore,  feel  the 
term  of  its  action,  but  not  itself,  and  this  is  the  very  reverse 
to  what  happens  in  the  fundamental  feeling,  whereby  is 
felt,  not  a  superficial  term  of  action,  but  the  agent  itself  in 
all  the  solid  space  in  which  it  diffuses  itself  as  agent.  In- 
asmuch, however,  as  the  term  of  the  foreign  action  is  in 
our  fundamental  felt,  in  which  that  term  operates,  it  comes 
to  pass  that  the  same  sensible  surface  which  is  the  term  of 
the  foreign  action  is  perceived  also  as  a  confine  of  the 
fundamental  feeling.  As  a  natural  consequence,  that  sur- 
face is  distinguished  from  the  rest  of  this  feeling,  and  thus 
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becomes  the  term  of  two  agents,  the  foreign  one,  and  the 
native  one,  namely,  the  fundamental  felt  (in  so  far  as  it  is 
sensiferous).  This  (to  prescind  now  from  the  sight  and  the 
other  senses)  takes  place  through  the  touch,  which  is  the 
proper  measure  of  bodies.*  Hence,  if  our  bodies  were 
motionless,  we  could  not  by  means  of  the  touch  know 
simultaneously  of  the  surface  of  a  foreign  body,  a  larger 
quantity  than  is  foimd  commensurate  with  the  surface  of 
our  own. 

In  order  to  explain  how  we  can  perceive  a  body  larger 
than  our  own,  we  must  have  recourse  to  motion,  either  in 
external  bodies,  or  in  our  own. 

As  to  external  bodies,  if  different  bodies  act  successively 
on  the  same  part  of  our  body,  either  those  bodies  are  per- 
fectly alike  in  extension,  form,  &c.,  or  they  are  different. 
If  they  are  perfectly  alike,  and  are  applied  successively  to 
the  same  part  of  our  bodies,  we  cannot,  by  the  mere  touch, 
unassisted  by  other  senses,  distinguish  whether  the  agent 
is  one  and  the  same  body,  one  force  operating  with 
repeated  acts,  or  several  bodies.  But,  if  the  bodies  vary 
in  extension  and  figure,  we  shall  take  them  for  different 
bodies,  and  this  not  by  virtue  merely  of  the  sentient  prin- 
ciple and  the  retentive  power  belonging  to  it  (I  do  not 
speak  of  this  at  present,  as  there  is  no  need  to  enter  upon 
so  subtle  a  question) ;  but  by  virtue  of  the  rational  principle. 
The  truth  is,  that  by  comparing  one  sensible  and  sensi- 
ferous surface  with  another,  we  shall  find  them  different, 
and  thus  there  will  remain  in  the  mind  the  knowledge  of 
several  surfaces,  let  us  say  ten,  with  an  extension  equal, 
say,  to  a  square  foot,  but  of  different  shapes.  This  alone 
will  sufiice  to  make  us  conceive  an  extension  greater  than 
that  which  corresponds  to  it  in  our  own  body ;  for  the  sur- 
face, in  so  far  as  it  belongs  to  our  fundamental  feeling  can 
never  be  multiplied  by  us,  because  we  feel  that  it  is  always 
the  same.  A  square  foot  of  superficial  extension  in  our 
own  bodies,  therefore,  is  the  field,  so  to  speak,  in  which  we 
can  feel  a  square  foot  of  the  superficial  extension  of  the 

♦  New  Essayy  vol.  ii,  922-940. 
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foreign  force  multiplied  to  any  extent,  according  to  the 
number  of  sensations  of  different  shape  that  are  succes- 
sively repeated  and  multiplied. 

1242.  Let  us  now  come  to  the  motion  of  our  own  bodies. 
It  is  certain  that,  when  our  bodies  move,  and  are  continu- 
ally receiving  new  and  different  sensations  irova  the  bodies 
around  varying  in  shape  and  activity,  we  can,  by  means  of 
our  rational  retentive  power,  go  on  increasing  the  know- 
ledge of  a  space  more  and  more  extended  without  any 
assignable  limit.  But  the  difficulty  here  is  to  explain  the 
motion  of  our  own  bodies.  Have  we  not  said  that  the 
sentient  and  rational  principles  are  both  immovable,  so  6r 
as  local  movement  is  concerned  r  How  then  can  our  sub- 
jective bodies  be  moved  r     What  is  this  movement  r 

It  ^ould  be  observed,  that  we  perceive  our  bodies  in 
two  ways:  (i)  cxtra'Subjtxiivelyy  that  is,  in  so  far  as  they 
have,  like  all  external  bodies,  a  sensiferous  force  rendering 
them  visible,  touchable,  &c.,  and  (2)  subjectively^  in  which 
case  they  are  the  felt  [term]  of  the  fundamental  feeling. 
Now  our  extra-subjective  bodies  do  not  enter  into  the 
fundamental  feeling,  on  the  contrary,  they  are  only  the 
sensiferous  force,  foreign  and  opposed  to  it.  Let  us 
suppose,  then,  that  we  have  not  perceived  them  extra- 
subjectively,  but  only  subjectively.  In  this  case  there  is  no 
longer  any  motion  in  them.  In  fact,  we  have  already  shown 
in  the  Ideology  *  that  our  motion  is  not,  by  itself,  sensible ; 
but  if  our  fundamental  feeling  feels  no  motion,  it  follows 
that  motion  has  no  place  in  it,  because  into  that  which  is 
essentially  feeling  nothing  enters  but  what  is  sensible. 

It  may  be  alleged  that,  when  we  move  our  own  bodies, 
say  in  walking  or  leaping,  we  feel  the  force  which  we  exert 
in  order  to  move  ourselves.  This  is  true ;  but  the  force 
which  we  exert  is  not  yet  motion,  but  only  the  cause  of 
motion.  The  fundamental  feeling,  therefore,  does  not 
include  the  motion  of  translation  from  place  to  place, 
although  it  includes  the  force  that  causes  such   motion. 

Consequently  the  motion  of  translation  is  only  a  change 

♦  New  Essay,  vol.  ii,  no.  806. 
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that  takes  place  outside  the  subject,  a  change  in  the  extra- 
subjective  body,  in  the  sensiferous  force,  but  not  in  the 
fundamental  feeling.    This  remains  immovable. 

1243.  But  even  when  the  extra-subjective  body  is  trans- 
ported to  a  new  place  (a  fact  brought  home  to  us  by  the 
diflFerence  of  relation  which  we  find  our  body  to  have 
assumed  to  the  surrounding  ones),  our  fundamental  feeling 
is  still  present  to  the  same  extra-subjective  phenomena 
which  the  body  continues  to  exhibit  after  being  trans- 
ported. Thus  the  relation  of  the  subjective  body  to  the 
extra-subjective  remains  unaltered.  Hence  it  happens, 
that  when  our  extra-subjective  body  occupies  a  new  space, 
we  commonly  say  that  our  subjective  body  does  the  same, 
and  therefore,  that  it  also  has  been  transported,  hats 
moved. 

The  observation  of  this  fact  was  exactly  what  induced 
Aristotle  to  attribute  to  the  soul  that  kind  of  motion  which 
he  calls  by  accident  (Kara  To/x/36/3a}xos-.  De  An.^  i,  3),  and 
compares  to  the  motion  of  colour,  which  moves,  not  because 
it  is  colour,  but  because  it  adheres  to  a  moving  body.  But 
this,  as  I  have  said,  is  an  error.  Anyone  who  reflects  on 
the  fundamental  felt  will  see  quite  plainly,  that  the  motion 
in  question,  either  would  have  to  be  felt  and  so  come  within 
the  fundamental  feeling,  or  else  could  not  be  its  motion  at 
all.  Feeling,  by  its  very  essence,  is  wholly  shut  up  within 
itself,  and  hence  the  changes  of  things  outside  of  it  are 
not  its  movement.  We  must  therefore  admit,  that  local 
motion  is  a  purely  extra-subjective  phenomenon,  that  is, 
one  which  is  known  purely  by  extra-subjective  experience, 
and  not  a  subjective  phenomenon  felt  as  an  accident  of  the 
subject  itself  or  of  its  fundamental  felt.  Now  all  extra- 
subjective  phenomena  are  produced  by  the  sensiferous  force. 
Hence  we  may  indeed  say  that,  with  the  movement  of  our 
own  bodies,  the  relation  between  our  fundamental  feeling 
and  the  sensiferous  force  scattered  throughout  nature,  for 
example,  in  external  bodies,  changes ;  but  we  cannot  say 
that  the  feeling  itself  changes  or  moves. 

1244.  Here  someone  may  object:  Are  not  the  surfaces 
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of  the  fundamental  feeling,  when  affected  by  the  action  of 
the  sensiferous,  felt  by  us  ?  And  yet  these  surfaces  move. 
To  this  I  reply  :  i.°  That  these  surfaces  are  felt  while  the 
sensiferous  force  is  being  actually  applied  to  our  bodies, 
and  during  that  action  there  is  no  local  movement  in  them; 
2.°  That,  when  the  sensiferous  force  no  longer  acts  on  our 
sense  of  touch,  and  our  bodies  have  been  transported  firom 
one  place  to  another,  then  the  change  consists  solely  in  the 
altered  relation  between  the  sensiferous  force  and  the 
fundamental  feeling,  as  we  have  said. 

1245.  But  do  we  not,  with  our  own  eyes,  see  when  our 
bodies  are  in  motion  ? — ^Yes,  we  do,  but  please  to  remember 
that  the  experience  of  the  sight  is  altogether  extra-subjec- 
tive. What  is  seen  are  our  bodies  in  so  far  as  they  M 
within  extra-subjective  experience,  and  I  have  already 
conceded,  that  in  the  body  considered  extra-subjectivdy 
there  is  motion.  But  this  kind  of  body  is  not  the  funda- 
mental felt,  but  quite  a  different  thing. 

1 246.  But  you  cannot  deny  that  in  the  event  of  our  being 
affected  by  a  particular  sensation  which  passes  from  one 
point  of  the  surface  of  our  body  to  another,  there  is  in  that 
surface  a  feeling  of  motion. — I  do  not  deny  it ;  but  this 
sensation  is  produced  by  the  sensiferous  force,  and  there- 
fore belongs  to  the  body  perceived  as  an  extra-subjective 
thing,  and  in  this  order  of  perceptions  motion  exists. 

1247.  But  in  the  animal  fundamental  feeling  you  have 
distinguished  a  simple  sentient  principle  and  an  extended 
term.  Moreover,  in  the  extended  term  you  have  recognised 
two  conditions — that  ofyir/Zand  W\?Ltoi  sensiferatis.  Grant- 
ing, then,  that  motion  does  not  belong  to  the  sentient  prin- 
ciple as  a  simple  and  incorporeal  entity,  still  it  must  belong 
to  the  extended  term,  for  two  reasons:  (i)  Because  it  is 
extended,  and  an  extended  may  be  transported  from  one 
place  to  another ;  (2)  Because  in  this  same  extended  there 
is  the  sensiferous  to  which  you  allow  motion. 

I  answer,  that  the  term  of  the  fundamental  feeling  in  so 
far  as  it  is  accompanied  by  the  sensiferous  force,  is  no  term 
^f  this  feeling,  but  is  that  force  which  can  change  its  term. 
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that  is  to  say,  constitute  it  differently  to  what  it  is.  I  will 
explain.  The  fundamental  felt,  considered  merely  as  felt, 
is  in  the  sentient  principle  even  as  we  have  seen  that  the 
extended  is  in  it,  namely,  as  a  contained  in  a  container ; 
and  between  the  sentient  principle  and  the  extended  there 
is  a  union  so  perfect  that  the  two  form  together  a  single 
feeling.  On  the  contrary,  the  sensiferous  force  is  not  in 
the  sentient  principle  in  this  way ;  it  simply  acts  in  the 
extended  term  of  the  feeling  and  changes  it.  Hence  the 
sentient  principle  is  not  permanently  united  to  the  sensi- 
ferous force,  nor  does  it  receive  the  action  thereof  directly, 
but  only  indirectly,  in  this  sense  that  it  has  its  felt  term 
changed  by  a  force  different  from  its  own.  Moreover,  when 
the  sensiferous  force  is  actually  operating  in  the  extended 
term  of  the  feeling,  it  does  not  then  exhibit  in  itself  a 
movement  from  place  to  place,  but  only  an  action  in  the 
felt  itself,  the  term  of  the  sentient. 

As  to  the  second  objection,  namely,  that  the  felt  term  of 
the  fundamental  feeling,  being  extended,  is  capable  of 
motion,  I  reply,  that  not  every  extended  is  capable  of 
motion.  For  instance,  infinite  space  itself  is  not  capable 
of  motion,  as  we  have  seen,  nay,  is  essentially  immovable. 
To  make  movement  possible,  there  must  be,  beyond  the 
space  occupied  by  the  extended,  another  space  into  which 
this  can  be  transported.  But  we  have  seen  that  the 
extended  proper  to  the  fundamental  feeling  is  one  to  which 
there  are  no  confines,  and  that  it  is  only  for  perceiving 
superficial  confines  that  we  require  another  space  beyond 
them.  The  fundamental  feeling,  on  the  other  hand,  is  of 
such  a  nature  that,  beyond  it,  that  is,  beyond  its  felt  term, 
no  other  extension  is  perceived.  All  its  extension  ends  in 
itself,  and  hence  there  is  no  possibility  of  motion  occurring 
in  it,  because  there  is  no  other  space  beyond  its  own  into 
which  it  could  move.  In  order,  therefore,  to  conceive  a 
change  of  place,  we  must  go  outside  of  it,  and  enter  the 
extra-subjective  world.  When  we  know  the  phenomena  of 
that  world,  then  the  fundamental  felt  seems  to  us  to  move ; 
but  this  motion,  as  we  have  said,  is  nothing  more  than  the 
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change  of  relation  between  the  extended  felt  term  of  the 
fundamental  feeling  and  the  extra-subjective  world.  This 
relation,  however,  is  not  one  of  place  to  place,  or  of  extended 
to  extended,  but  of  extended  to  feeling.  It  is,  therefore, 
an  unextended  relation  of  sensility  that  is  changed,  or, 
more  strictly,  a  relation  between  the  cause  of  the  action 
exercised  in  our  feeling  (the  sensiferous)  and  the  feelings 
itself.  Motion,  on  the  contrary,  is  a  change  of  relation 
between  extended  and  extended. 

1248.  But,  if  the  fundamental  felt,  taken  in  its  whole, 
has  no  motion  of  translation,  is  not  transported  from  place 
to  place,  you  will,  at  least,  admit  that  the  extended  tenn 
of  the  fundamental  feeling  may  be  increased  or  diminished; 
and  this  implies  a  kind  of  motion  through  extension  or 
restriction. — ^Yes,  the  fundamental  felt  may  be  increased  or 
diminished,  but  this  takes  place,  not  through  motion^  but 
through  naturation :  the  felt  begins  to  be  in  a  greater  ex- 
tension, and  then  ceases  to  be  in  a  part  of  it.  This  is  not 
local  motion,  but  a  kind  either  of  creation  or  cessation  of 
a  new  felt-extended  part. 

1249.  But  the  fundamental  feeling  is  not  uniform.  If, 
then,  one  part  of  it  is  felt  more  or  otherwise  than  another, 
it  may  move  from  place  to  place  within  the  extended 
fundamental  felt. — I  reply:  If  this  can  be  called  motion, 
then  it  is  the  only  motion  that  can  be  admitted  in  the 
fundamental  feeling.  But  we  must  explain  it,  and  in  so 
doing  we  shall  easily  see  that  it  is  not  true  motion,  when 
we  prescind  from  all  action,  that  may  be  mixed  up  with  it, 
of  the  sensiferous.  In  fact,  we  have  shown  that,  if  the  cor- 
poreal particles  in  which  the  fundamental  feeling  terminates 
move  without  losing  their  continuity,  the  feeling  receives 
excitation,  that  is,  acquires  greater  and  varied  vividness. 
Now,  when  we  speak  of  the  movement  of  particles,  we 
speak  primarily  of  an  extra-subjective  phenomenon.  The 
subjective  phenomenon  corresponding  to  it  is  what  we  call 
greater  vividness  or  variety  in  the  feeling.  The  question, 
therefore,  is :  Can  this  change  in  the  subjective  pheno- 
menon be  called  motion  ?    But,  i .°  The  movement  of  each 
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felt  particle,  as  we  have  seen,  is  not  sensible,  because  the 
movement  of  the  felt  does  not  enter  into  the  felt  and  is, 
therefore,  altogether  extra-subjective;  2.°  The  movement 
of  two  or  more  particles  which  move  without  losing  their 
continuity  does  not,  so  far  as  regards  extension,  produce 
in  the  felt  any  other  change  than  to  increase  in  one  part 
and  become  less  in  another,  which  is  not  motion,  as  we 
have  seen ;  3.°  If  the  particles  constitute  an  organ,  and 
their  internal  movements  succeed  each  other  so  that  those 
in  the  first  stratum  move  first,  then  those  in  the  second, 
and  so  on ;  in  this  case,  since  there  is  a  succession  of 
motions,  there  must  be  a  succession  of  excitations  dis- 
tributed through  the  various  parts  of  the  organ.  Then  the 
movement  excited  produces  the  phenomenon  of  internal 
movement ;  for  it  seems  that  the  same  sensation  runs  from 
one  end  to  the  other  of  the  organ,  which  is  all  felt  through 
the  feeling  of  continuity.  And  this  is  the  only  motion  that 
can  be  conceived  as  taking  place  in  the  fundamental  feel- 
ing. It  is  a  subjective  motion  due  to  the  animal  reten- 
tive power,  which  preserves  the  vestige  of  the  preceding 
sensation,  and  still  more  to  the  rational  retentive  power, 
which  preserves  the  memory  of  sensations  experienced,  and 
compares  them.  Nevertheless,  we  must  recollect  that  the 
sensation  is  not  numerically  the  same.  Since  one  comes 
as  another  vanishes,  it  seems  rather  to  be  a  series  of  sen- 
sations representing  a  movement,  exactly  in  the  same  way 
as  an  image  moves  in  a  mirror,  although  no  identical  body 
is  transferred  in  it  from  one  place  to  another.*  And  since 
the  question  is  one  of  phenomenal  motion,  that  is,  motion 
lying  in  feeling,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  its  having  a 
kind  of  continuity,  inasmuch  as  the  felt  is  continuous,  and 
the  new  sensation  can  begin  where  the  first  leaves  off,  or 
the  two  may  overlap. 

1250.  With  regard,  therefore,  to  the  sentient  principle 

*  A  body  is  said  to  be  id^ntical^  al-  ferent  parts  of  the  fundamental  felt  can- 
though  it  be  found  successively  in  several  not  be  called  identical,  owing  to  the  re- 
places, because  place  does  not  form  part  lation  which  it  essentially  has  to  the  felt 
of  the  essence  or  substance  of  a  body ;  of  which  it  forms  a  part :  now,  one  part 
but  the  sension  which  is  excited  in  dif-  of  the  felt  is  not  identical  with  anotner. 
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or  the  soul,  there  can  be  no  reasonable  doubt  that  it  is 
wholly  exempt  from  motion. 

Our  readers,  however,  must  not  think  that  because  ^ 
deny  local  motion^  both,  to  the  fundamental  felt  and  to  the 
sentient  principle,  we  therefore  attribute  rest  to  them.  We 
do  nothing  of  the  sort.  Rest  cannot  be  attributed  to  what 
is  incapable  of  motion,  because  these  two  terms  are  cor- 
relative. The  truth  is  that  here  there  is  neither  motion 
nor  rest,  for  the  same  reason  that  where  there  is  no  exten- 
sion there  cannot  be  the  point,  which  is  the  termination  d 
extension. 

1 25 1.  The  conclusions  we  may  draw  from  all  these 
things  are : 

i.°  That  space,  having  no  second  or  transient  acts, does 
not  require  to  have  its  mode  of  action  explained ; 

2.°  That  body  presents  two  activities,  the  feU  and  the 
sensi/erous ; 

3.°  That  the  felt  has,  properly  speaking,  no  local 
motion,  and  that  its  action  depends  upon  its  being  given 
to  the  sentient,  and  as  it  were  placed  in  it ;  and  this  kind 
of  action  cannot  originally  come,  except  from  the  Creator, 
the  author  of  feeling ;  hence,  as  we  have  already  said  else- 
where, the  animate  is  not  formed,  but  is  given  in  nature;* 

4.°  That  nothing  remains  to  be  explained  except  the 
action  of  the  sensiferous,  which  is  the  cause  of  motion. 
Now,  since  this  action  depends  on  the  corporeal  prifuipU 
as  on  its  cause,  and  this  principle  does  not  fall  within  our 
perception,  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  indicate  how  it  per- 
forms its  second  acts,  whether  immanent  or  transient. 

1252.  But  the  mere  knowledge  that  movement,  and 
hence  the  conation  to  movement,!  or  the  corporeal  fbrce» 


*  Anthropology,  323-349. 

t  The  conation  to  move,  or  living 
force,  might  seem  to  be  a  fact  from 
which  we  could  infer  the  continuity  of 
motion.  But  if  we  consider  the  matter 
carefully,  we  shall  see  that  the  inference 
is  not  by  any  means  necessary.  First 
of  all,  we  must  admit  impenetrability, 
an  undeniable  characteristic  of  bodies. 
Now  impemtrability  limits  the  force 


which  produces  the  motion  of  bodks 
inasmuch  as  it  prevents  its  |»odiicing 
the  effect  of  the  motion.  But  the  force 
(for  example,  the  sensitive  principle) 
may  still,  according  to  its  laws,  continiie 
to  operate,  and  hence  arises  the  cona- 
tion to  motion,  though  not  continuoos. 
Let  us  suppose  a  body  gravitating  to- 
ward another  contiguous  to  it.  If  the 
first  tries  to  place  itself  a  thowaiv*^^ 
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depends  on  the  sensitive  principle  and  an  unknown  agent, 
is  sufficient  to  authorise  us  to  conclude  that  the  body  does 
not  pass  to  its  transient  acts  by  itself  alone,  but  receives 
motion  and  force  from  the  sensitive  principle^  as  it  receives 
existence  from  the  corporeal  principle^  which  may  also  be  a 
principle  of  motion — whatever  may  be  the  occult  manner 
in  which  it  produces  it. 

1253.  Now  since,  in  bodies,  force  is  considered  as  an 
immanent  act,  and  motion  as  a  transient  act,  we  must 
point  out  the  relation  between  this  corporeal  force  and 
motion. 

We  have  said  that  the  felt-extended  does  not  contain 
the  cause  of  extra-subjective  movement,  or,  if  it  ever  did, 
it  does  not  now,  because,  through  having  become  a  felt- 
extended,  it  has  fallen  under  the  dominion  of  the  sentient 
principle,  and  has  therefore  lost  its  nature  as  a  force.  We 
must,  therefore,  consider  the  force  as  distinct  from  the  felt, 
and  determine  it  by  its  effects. 

1254.  These  effects  are  : 

i.*^  Communication  of  Alotion. — ^When  one  body  impinges 
upon  another,  the  body  struck,  supposing  it  to  be  free,  moves 
in  the  same  direction  as  the  other.  This  effect  is  reducible 
to  impenetrability  and  inertia.  As  one  body  cannot  pene- 
trate the  other,  and,  by  the  law  of  inertia^  motion  must  be 
preserved,  the  one  yields  its  place  to  the  other  with  a 
velocity  which  stands  in  direct  ratio  to  the  quantity  of 
motion  in  the  impinging  body,  and  in  inverse  ratio  to  the 
mass  of  the  body  impinged  upon.  But  this  fact  does  not 
relate  to  the  beginning  of  motion,  but  to  the  communication 
of  a  motion  already  existing ; 

2.°  Conservation  of  Motion. — By  the  law  of  inertia^  a 
body  once  set  in  motion  continues  to  move  in  the  same 
direction.  This  effect  supposes  the  cause  of  the  motion  as 
continuing  to  act ;  but  this  cause  cannot  be  the  body  itself, 

part  of  an  inch  within  the  place  occu-  In  order,  therefore,  to  give  an  adequate 

pied  by  the  second,  it  will  press  upon  explanation  of  the  laws  that  govern  the 

It,  and,  if  able,  force  it  to  recede  a  little,  movements  of  bodies,  it  would  be  neces- 

which  is  the  same  as  saying  that  the  sary   to  knpw  the  laws  according  to 

weaker  body,   to  escape  being  pene-  which  force  operates. 
trated,  mttst  inake  room  for  the  stronger. 
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because  bodies  are  indifferent  to  either  rest  or  motion.  It 
must,  therefore,  be  an  incorporeal  force  different  from  the 
body  and  acting  on  it ; 

3.°  Attraction, — This  is  merely  a  conation  on  the  part  of 
one  body  to  move  toward  another,  a  permanent  conatioiL 
The  permanence  of  this  conation  points  to  a  cause  of 
motion  different  in  its  action  from  the  cause  of  the  canser- 
vation  of  motion ;  for  what  observation  deposes  as  to  the 
cause  which  conserves  motion  is  this :  If  two  bodies  of 
equal  masses  happen  to  move  one  against  the  other  with 
equal  velocities,  and  in  the  same  line,  they,  on  impinging, 
stop,  destroying  each  other's  motion,  so  that  there  remains 
the  same  quantity  of  motion,  in  the  same  direction.  These 
two  bodies,  thus  reduced  to  rest,  remain  in  contact,  with- 
out having  even  the  conation  to  move  in  the  directions 
they  previously  had,  and  without  pressing  against  each 
other.  The  cause  of  attraction^  on  the  contrary,  produces  a 
pressure  by  which  they  tend  to  penetrate  each  other. 

Experience,  therefore,  shows  that  in  the  nature  of  motion 
there  are  three  concurrent  causes : 

i.°  A  cause  which  simply  produces  motion^  that  is,  makes 
a  body  pass  from  rest  to  motion,  and  vice  versa  ; 

2.°  A  cause  which  provides  for  the  conservation  of  motion 
and  its  communication  from  one  body  to  another ; 

3.°  yl  cause  which  produces  the  constant  conation  of  one 
body  to  move  toward  another  (phenomena  of  attraction). 

1255.  The  first  and  third  of  these  causes,  in  our  opinion, 
find  a  sufficient  explanation  in  the  motor  activity  of  the 
sentient  principle  annexed  to  the  elements  of  matter,  and 
in  the  laws  according  to  which  that  activity  operates. 

1256.  The  second  cause  implies  another  principle  foreign 
to  bodies,  the  principle  which  constitutes  them,  and,  in 
doing  so,  imposes  on  them  the  laws  of  inertia. 

According  to  these  laws,  motion  in  one  direction  is  can- 
celled by  the  same  amount  of  motion  in  the  opposite  direc- 
tion. In  this  case  the  conation  which  the  bodies  have  to 
penetrate  each  other  ceases  wuth  the  cessation  of  the 
motion,  because  such  conation  is  due  to  the  motion  itself, 
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and  not  to  the  force  which  has  caused  it  and  has  now 
ceased  to  act.  All  the  laws  of  the  conservation  and  com- 
munication of  motion  follow  from  this  first  one. 

The  force  which  produces  motion  is  not  extinguished 
even  after  having  produced  it;  and  if  this  cause  is  annexed 
to  bodies,  as  in  attraction,  the  conation  which  they  then 
have  to  penetrate  each  other  does  not  cease  with  the  cessa- 
tion of  the  motion,  because  it  is  not  produced  by  this,  this 
being  itself  an  effect  of  that  force,  which  does  not  change 
its  nature  as  force. 

1257.  In  the  conservation  of  simple  motion^  the  motion  is 
renewed  at  every  minim  of  time,  but  no  conation  is  added 
to  that  which  springs  from  the  motion  itself.  Hence  the 
motion  becomes  uniform, 

1258.  In  the  effect  oi  attraction  there  is  at  every  moment 
a  renewal  of  the  coTiation  to  move,  which  produces  new 
motion,  while  the  body  is  still  moving  in  virtue  of  the  con- 
servation of  the  previous  motion.  In  this  way  we  have 
accelerated  motiofiy  increasing  in  the  ratio  of  the  square  of  the 
moments.  To  produce  accelerated  motion,  therefore,  two 
principles  cooperate:  (i)  the  principle  of  the  production 
of  motion,  (2)  the  principle  of  its  conservation. 

1259.  But  since  impenetrability  destroys  motion  and  the 
conation  coming  from  motion,  though  not  the  constant 
conation  which  precedes  the  motion  and  is  the  cause  of  its 
production ;  it  follows  that,  if  two  equal  bodies  moving  in 
opposite  directions  in  the  same  line  come  in  contact,  all 
motion  ceases  in  them  as  well  as  all  conation  which 
could  come  from  motion,  and  is  always  an  instantaneous 
conation,  that  is,  a  conation  lasting  only  during  the 
moment  of  time  which  is  necessary  for  the  extinction  of 
motion.  When,  on  the  contrary,  two  bodies  approach  each 
other  through  attraction,  then,  although,  when  they  come 
in  contact,  their  motion  ceases  (supposing  them  to  be  of 
equal  mass),  although  it  has  been  accelerated  on  the  way  in 
proportion  to  the  square  of  the  moments ;  yet  the  constant 
conation  with  which  they  tend  to  penetrate  each  other,  or, 
at  least  (and  this  seems  to  me  nearer  the  truth),  to  touch 
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each  other  in  all  their  points,  and  gravitate  to  a  common 
centre,  does  not  cease. 

1260.  It  is,  therefore,  evident  that  there  are  two  forces 
which  act  in  bodies :  (i)  a  constant  cause  of  motion  already 
produced,  and  (2)  a  constant  cause  of  conation  to  motion 
not  yet  produced. 

1 261.  We  have  said  that  the  catise  of  motion  is  certainly 
distinct  from  body,  because  motion  is  excluded  from  the 
essence  of  body.  Can  we  say  the  same  thing  of  the  cause 
of  conation  to  motion  ? 

It  must  be  confessed  that  the  cause  of  this  conation, 
which  is  also  called  attraction  or  living  forcCy  must  operate 
incessantly  in  bodies,  because  all  bodies  (leaving  ^)art 
the  so-called  imponderables,  in  regard  to  which  the 
question  is  still  undecided)  attract  each  other.  But  that 
this  conation  does  not  enter  into  the  essence  of  bodies 
is  easily  seen  by  considering  that  each  body  has  all  its 
own  essence  in  itself,  is  limited  to  itself,  and  that  nothing 
outside  of  it  belongs  to  it.  But  attraction  is  directed 
by  the  relatio7i  of  one  body  to  another.  The  cause 
of  attraction  must  therefore  be,  not  a  body,  but  an 
agent  capable  of  embracing  the  relation  of  two  or  more 
bodies  to  each  other.  This  seems  a  fresh  confirmation  of 
the  opinion  that  this  agent  may  be  a  sentient  principle 
united  to  all  corporeal  atoms  ;  because  this  opinion  would 
entirely  remove  the  difficulty.  And  since  it  is  proved  by 
experience  that  the  sentient  principle  can  be  the  cause  of 
motion,  the  hypothesis,  if  it  be  such,  possesses  the  two  con- 
ditions demanded  by  Newton :  ( i )  that  it  shall  be  something 
existing  in  nature,  (2)  that  it  shall  have  power  sufficient  to 
produce  the  effect. 

In  any  case,  it  remains  proved  that  matter  is,  by  itself, 
inert,  and  hence,  although  it  can  receive  motion,  it  has 
not  in  itself  any  power  to  produce  it. 
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CHAPTER  XV. 

CONTINUATION. — ON  THE  ACTION  OF  THE  SENTIENT  PRIN- 
CIPLE, AND  ON  THE  ORIGIN  OF  ITS  TRANSIENT  ACTS. 

1262.  The  sentient  principle,  on  the  contrary,  has  an 
activity  of  its  own,  and  is  the  cause  of  its  own  acts.  But 
since  no  cause  of  transient  acts  is  a  full  cause,  because,  if  it 
Tvere,  it  would  produce  acts  as  immanent  as  itself,  we  must 
inquire  how  the  sentient  principle  can  perform  its  transient 
acts. 

We  have  said  that  the  activity  of  the  sentient  principle 
is  roused  by  its  terms,  but  that,  once  it  is  roused,  it  belongs 
to  it,  and  is  directed  in  its  operation  by  laws  of  its  own. 
The  activity  of  the  sentient  principle,  therefore,  has  two 
parts,  and,  hence,  transient  acts  may  arise  in  it  from  two 
causes : 

i.°  From  a  change  in  its  term,  which  is  the  corporeal 
felty  a  change  which  does  not  come  from  itself,  but  from 
foreign  causes.  Here  we  must  call  to  mind  the  opinion 
mentioned  above,  that  every  particle  of  matter  has  a  feel- 
ing conjoined  with  it,  because  this  helps  us  to  understand 
how  the  term  of  a  sentient  principle  may  be  enlarged  by 
the  union  of  feeling  with  feeling,  on  the  assumed  principle, 
that,  where  the  felt  is  continuous,  the  sentient  is  one,  just 
as  two  mathematical  points,  when  coinciding,  form  but  one 
point,  neither  more  nor  less.  In  the  same  way  we  may 
explain  the  diminution  of  the  felt  term,  by  one  extended 
being  divided  into  several,  and  thus  losing  its  continuity. 
Here,  then,  we  understand  how  it  is  that  the  sentient  prin- 
ciple seems  to  issue  forth  into  a  new  transient  act,  when  in 
truth  it  remains  unchanged,  and  has  merely  had  its  term 
made  larger  or  smaller.    And  since,  in  the  case  of  one  felt- 
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extended  being  added  to  another,  we  can  observe  but  two 
changes — i .°  The  subjective  change  consequent  upon  the 
two  having  been  united  by  apposition,  and  which  we  have 
already  explained ;  2.°  The  extra-subjective  change,  that  is, 
the  movement  by  which  they,  from  being  wide  apart,  have 
been  brought  near  so  as  to  combine,  and  the  cause  of  which 
movement  we  have  also  already  indicated ; — it  follows  that 
every  change  recognisable  in  the  fact  in  question  has  been 
sufficiently  accounted  for ; 

2.°  From  the  change  which  the  activity  of  the  sentient 
principle  produces  in  its  own  term.  In  order  to  explain 
this,  we  must  remember  that  the  sentient  principle,  when 
once  brought  into  being,  has  an  act  determined  by  its 
nature ;  but  in  this  act  the  principle  finds  itself  sometimes 
partially  impeded  by  foreign  causes,  so  that,  when  these 
impeding  causes  are  removed,  it  displays  the  act  com- 
pletely. This  displaying  of  its  natural  act  is  what  we 
take  for  a  transient  act,  and  suppose  to  be  a  change  that 
has  occurred  in  it ;  but,  properly  speaking,  it  is  only  the 
first  act,  the  self-same  inner  nature  which,  having  been 
heretofore  ill  at  ease,  because  bound  by  adverse  agents, 
now  puts  itself  in  its  proper,  suitable,  natural  attitude. 
Thus  the  whole  transient  act  of  the  sentient  principle  does 
not  properly  resolve  itself  into  a  new  activity,  but  into  the 
primitive  one  ;  and  the  only  thing  new  in  it  is  the  removal 
of  impediments  from  it,  and,  as  a  consequence,  its  being 
left  what  it  is,  what  by  its  nature  it  ought  to  be.  We  will 
endeavour  to  make  this  concept  of  the  transient  act  of  the 
sentient  principle  still  more  clear. 

1263.  In  the  first  place,  we  have  supposed  the  sentient 
principle  as  posited  in  its  first  immanent  act,  the  act  which 
constitutes  it  the  being  that  it  is  ;  and  we  have  explained 
how  this  act  takes  place.  We  have  shown  that  it  depends 
on  its  term  and  the  conditions  thereof ;  that  transient  acts 
<io  not  at  all  enter  into  it,  and  that  they  come  afterwards, 
being  acts  of  the  principle  already  constituted  in  its  nature. 
But  this  principle  is  brought  into  being  differently,  accord- 
ing (i)  to  the  larger  or  smaller  extension  of  its  felt  term, 
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(2)  to  the  internal  and  excitatory  movements  of  the  feel- 
ing. 

If  it  is  brought  into  being  solely  by  a  continuous  exten- 
sion devoid  of  all  excitatory  movements,  then  its  activity  is 
restricted  to  feeling  the  extended  that  is  given  to  it  as 
term. 

But  if  it  is  brought  into  being  by  excitatory  movements 
also,  then  it  has  another  act.  The  reason  is,  that  the  feel- 
ing of  excitation  is  an  act  which,  like  every  other,  has 
durableness,  that  is,  force,  both,  to  preserve  itself  and  to 
display  itself  according  to  its  proper  nature,  on  the  prin- 
ciple we  have  laid  down,  that  "  every  activity,  every  first 
act,  has  a  natural  state,  which  is  that  state  wherein  it  exists 
in  the  fullest  and  most  perfect  manner  possible  for  it." 
Now  this  feeling  of  excitation  may  find  itself  prevented 
from  attaining  the  fiilness  and  perfection  of  its  nature 
and  display;  and  this  is  why  we  have  said  above,  that 
"  between  a  term  being  fully  given  to  a  principle  and  its 
being  denied  to  it  altogether,  there  is  an  intermediate 
state,  which  consists  in  its  being  given  imperfectly,  so  that 
the  principle  cannot  be  fiilly  actuated  ;  in  which  case  there 
appears  in  it  a  bad  co7iditio7ty  and  a  state  of  combat  between 
it  and  its  term  "  (1237). 

1264.  When,  therefore,  an  internal  excitatory  move- 
ment begins  in  the  term  of  the  feeling,  if  this  movement 
accords  with  perfect  excitation,  the  sentient  principle  has 
the  activity  to  preserve  and  continue  it ;  *  but  this  activity 
which  (when  no  obstacles  are  in  the  way)  perpetuates 
movement  is  not  a  new  thing;  it  is  simply  the  activity 
that  existed  before  the  feeling  of  excitation  and  which  has 
power  to  preserve  itself  and  endure  as  it  is. 

1265.  But  not  every  movement  within  the  felt-extended 
is  suited  to  call  forth  the  display  of  the  natural  act  of  the 
excited  sentient  principle  ;  because  this  act  requires, 

[a)  A  single  harmonic  movement ; 

[b]  A  movement  returning  upon  itself  like  a  circle,  other- 
wise it  could  not  perpetuate  itself; 

*  Anthropology ,  419-429. 
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{c)  A  movement  as  rapid  as  possible,  saving,  however, 
the  first  two  conditions ; 

[d)  The  preservation  of  the  contact  and  also  of  the 
pressure  between  one  molecule  and  another,  but  this  in  a 
manner  so  regfulated  as  not  to  interfere  with  the  three 
previous  conditions. 

1266.  Now  the  first  act  of  the  feeling  of  excitation  is  a 
virtue  whose  energy,  though  limited,  being  obliged  to 
assume  the  most  pleasant,  perfect  and  natural  attitude, 
tends  to  operate  in  such  a  way  as  to  make  the  excitatory 
movement  of  the  felt  have  the  four  conditions  indicated. 

1267.  But  sometimes  it  fails  in  this,  on  account  of  the 
opposition  of  adverse  forces  and  virtues.  Examples  of 
this  are, 

i.°  When  the  felt  extended  is  approached  by  another 
extended,  very  diminutive,  and,  therefore,  adapted  to  place 
itself  sufficiently  in  contact  with  the  first  to  form  a  con- 
tinuation of  it.  In  this  case,  if  the  second  extended,  which 
we  suppose  to  have  an  organization  of  its  own  and  to  be 
under  the  dominion  of  another  excited  sentient  principle, 
were  to  be  agitated  by  internal  movements  agreeing  with 
the  action  of  its  own  sentient  principle,  but  in  disharmony 
with  the  internal  movements  of  the  felt  to  which  it  unites 
itself,  there  would  necessarily  spring  up  a  war  to  the  death 
between  the  two  sentient  principles,  each  trying  to  draw 
into  its  own  vortex  the  common  corporeal  atoms.  This 
is  perhaps  what  happens  in  the  case  of  poisons  and  the 
decompositions  and  recompositions  which  they  produce  in 
the  living  body ; 

1268.  2.°  When  a  felt,  within  which  the  excitatory 
movements  belonging  to  its  sentient  principle  are  per- 
petuated, is  approached  by  an  extended  of  the  proper 
minuteness,  but  containing  no  movements  or  only  conquer- ' 
able  movements,  then  the  excited  sentient  principle,  in 
order  to  assimilate  it  to  its  own  felt,  must  cause  in  it  like- 
wise the  proper  excitatory  movements,  drawing  it  into  its 
own  vortex,  thence  dividing  it  into  its  minutest  parts  and 
distributing  it  according  to  the  demands  of  the  organiza- 
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tion  of  its  own  felt,  in  which  these  movements  arise  and 
which  is  formed  by  these  same  movements.  In  all  this  the 
sentient  principle  does  no  more  than  display  its  first  act, 
place  it  in  the  attitude  demanded  by  its  nature ;  and  this 
it  does  by  an  immanent  and  continuous  act,  the  very  same 
act  which  constitutes  it  in  existence,  and  which  was  before 
impeded  and  bound  up  merely  because  it  lacked  the  oppor- 
tunity to  display  itself,  or  else  it  found  an  impediment  in 
the  term  to  which  it  was  bound  and  by  which  it  was  con- 
ditioned. 

This  theory  explains  all  the  movements  of  instinct, 
which,  in  the  last  analysis,  are  only  movements  which 
the  fundamental  feeling  goes  through  in  order  to  bring 
itself  into  the  most  comfortable  and  pleasant,  that  is,  most 
natural,  arrangement  and  attitude  possible.* 

*  Anthropology^  367-498. 
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CHAPTER  XVI. 

CONTINUATION. — ON  THE  ACTION  OF  THE  RATIONAL  PRCC- 
CIPLE,  AND  ON  ITS  TRANSIENT  ACTS. 

1269.  Coming  now  to  the  explanation  of  the  transient 
acts  of  the  rational  principle,  we  have  seen  that  this  prin- 
ciple has  several  activities,  viz  : 

I .°  The  intellective  activity,  which  has  as  its  first  im- 
manent act  the  intuition  terminating  in  ideal  being ; 

2.°  The  perceptive  activity,  which  consists  in  perceiving 
real  being.  This  activity  has,  for  its  immanent  act,  the 
perception  of  our  fundamental  feeling ;  and  then  it  has 
many  transient  acts,  the  explanation  of  which  is  found  in 
the  fact  that  they  arise  on  occasion  of  the  modifications  of 
the  fundamental  feeling.  Clearly,  if  this  feeling  is  natur- 
ally perceived,  its  modifications  must  also  be  perceived. 

As  to  external  bodies,  they  also  are  necessarily  per- 
ceived as  sensiferous  force,  through  that  sort  of  violence 
with  which  they  act  in  the  fundamental  feeling ; 

3.°  The  reflective  activity.  The  explanation  of  the  tran- 
sient acts  of  this  faculty  has  been  given  by  us,  at  least  in 
part.  It  rests  upon  the  principle  that  "  the  transient  act  is 
merely  the  activity  of  the  first  and  immanent  act,  furnished 
with  an  occasion  to  display  and  dispose  itself  in  the  way 
most  natural  to  it."  Reflection  is  moved  to  its  transient 
acts  in  the  following  ways  : 

1270.  [a]  By  the  animal  instinct,  whose  acts  are  tran- 
sient acts  of  the  animal  fiindamental  feeling.  This  feel- 
ing being  naturally  perceived  by  man,  all  its  instinctive 
movements  are,  as  a  matter  of  course,  perceived  also. 
When,  therefore,  man's  animality  is  moved  and  agitated 
in  order  to   satisfy   some  need,   the  rational   perception 
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accompanies  all  these  movements  and  actions.  Having 
thus  come  to  participate  in  the  needs  of  man's  animality, 
his  rational  principle  exerts  itself  with  all  the  forces  at  its 
command — including  the  rational  ones — to  secure  the 
desired  satisfaction.*  Now  this  obliges  it  to  fix  its  atten- 
tion upon  means  and  ends,  which  is  a  reflection  upon  its 
own  perceptions.  All  this  process  on  the  part  of  the 
understanding  is  invariably  set  in  motion  in  accordance 
with  the  principle  we  have  indicated,  "  that  the  subjective 
feeling  naturally  places  itself  in  the  most  convenient  and 
pleasant  attitude."  Attention  or  reflection  can  fall  alike 
upon  all  terms  that  are  proportioned  to  it :  but  unrest,  need, 
&c.,  are  new  terms  given  to  it;  in  these,  therefore,  its 
activity  finds  as  it  were  new  outlets  for  exercise,  just  as 
water  contained  in  a  vessel  rushes  out  as  soon  as  it  finds 
an  opening,  and  this  not  from  any  new  virtue  added  to  it, 
but  by  the  same  gravitation  and  pressure  which  it  was 
exercising  all  along  and  which  was  counteracted  by  the 
resistance  of  the  continuous  walls  of  that  vessel ; 

1 27 1,  [p)  By  the  rational  instinct  in  a  similar  way.  As 
an  example,  take  the  case  of  curiosity.  At  the  sight  of  an 
extraordinary  occurrence  there  will  spring  up  in  us 
spontaneously  the  desire  to  know  why  that  cause  which 
previously  produced  one  effect,  now  produces  another  quite 
at  variance  with  our  expectations.  Reflection  turns  to  it, 
and  is  not  satisfied  until  it  discovers  the  answer.  The 
reason  is,  that  when  the  mind  meets  with  an  apparent  con- 
tradiction, its  rational  act  is  not  complete  or  settled  until 
that  contradiction  is  removed.  Being,  which  is  the  term 
of  thought,  is  free  fi-om  contradiction,  and  therefore  thought 
is  not  at  rest  unless  it  clear  away  the  contradiction  and  so 
restore  its  proper  term.  The  same  may  be  said  of  any 
puzzling  scientific  question  or  difficulty.  The  new  object, 
by  presenting  itself  to  the  intelligence,  opens  a  way  for  the 
act  of  reflection  which  naturally  desires  to  grasp  it  com- 
pletely ; 

1272.  [c]  By  a  decree  of  the  will.    When  the  will  has 

•  Anthropology,  530-534. 
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proposed  to  itself  an  end,  it  necessarily  impels  reflection  to 
seek  for  the  means  to  its  attainment.  Were  it  otherwise, 
the  act  of  the  will  would  remain  shrunken  and  maimed, 
contrary  to  the  need  of  its  primitive  activity ; 

1273.  4.°  The  voluntary  and  practical  activity  may  be 
explained  also  in  other  ways.  But  the  rational  principle 
never  passes  to  that  species  of  transient  acts  which  are 
called  voluntary,  except  in  consequence  of  new  objects  given 
to  it  by  the  other  powers.  These  objects,  being  new 
terms,  call  forth  and  provoke  the  evolution  of  new  activities, 
and  this  always  on  the  same  principle,  that  **  the  first  im- 
manent act  of  the  soul,  when  it  receives  new  terms,  is  no 
longer  in  a  satisfying  state,  but  naturally  displays  its 
activity,  which  previously  existed  only  in  the  form  of  a 
conation  kept  from  displaying  itself  by  the  absence  of  suit- 
able opportunities ; " 

1274.  5.°  Finally,  there  is  bilateral  liberty,  the  transient 
acts  of  which  are,  as  we  have  seen,  the  most  difficult  to 
explain.  The  knot  to  be  unravelled  here  is  this :  If  the  first 
and  immanent  act  of  the  soul  displays  itself  naturally  when- 
ever it  receives  new  terms,  and  if  this  display  of  the  primitive 
activity  is  nothing  but  that  same  activity  which  by  a  law 
of  its  nature  adjusts  itself  to  the  most  pleasant  and  con- 
venient state,  does  it  not  follow  that  the  transient  acts  are 
necessary,  that  is  to  say,  determined,  on  the  one  hand,  by 
the  nature  of  the  first  and  immanent  acts,  and,  on  the  other, 
by  the  quality  of  the  terms  applied  to  it  ?  And  if  so,  how 
can  bilateral  liberty  or,  as  it  is  also  called,  liberty  of 
indifference,  be  said  to  exist? — ^When  we  consider  this 
power  of  bilateral  liberty,  we  seem  compelled  to  say  that 
it  is  set  in  motion  by  the  subject  itself  independently  alto- 
gether of  the  terms  given  to  it,  and  in  this  case  we  fallback 
into  that  very  difficulty  which  we  are  endeavouring  by  such 
a  long  course  of  reasoning  to  remove,  and  which,  if  not  re- 
moved, leaves  the  transient  act  unexplained.  In  truth, 
this  act  either  (i)  has  its  full  cause  in  its  subject  (immanent 
act),  and  then  it  must  cdexist  with  the  subject  and  no  longer 
be  a  transient,  but  an  immanent  act ;  or  (2)  it  has  not  its 
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full  cause  in  the  subject,  and  then  it  depends  upon  the 
terms  of  that  subject  (for  every  excitation  given  to  the  sub- 
ject by  a  foreign  agent  is  also  itself  a  term),  and  con- 
sequently implies  necessity ;  or  else  (3)  it  springs  from  the 
subject,  without  there  being  the  possibility  of  finding  its 
full  cause,  and  then  we  find  ourselves  in  conflict  with  the 
principle  of  causation.  Whoever  considers  the  matter 
attentively  will  see  that  it  was  exactly  on  account  of  this 
apparently  most  grave  difficulty  that  so  many  philosophers, 
even  the  most  acute,  denied  bilateral  liberty  altogether. 

But  they  were  wrong,  and  their  error  arose  from  an 
insufficient  investigation  of  the  nature  of  this  power. 
Those  readers  who  have  meditated  well  upon  it  as 
described  by  us  in  the  Anthropology*  will  readily  find 
the  way  by  which  a  difficulty  so  formidable  at  first  sight 
can  be  completely  dispelled.     Let  us  see  how  : 

First  of  all,  it  is  necessary  to  determine  with  precision 
what  is  the  term  or  object  proper  to  bilateral  liberty.  This 
we  have  found  to  be  "  the  choice  between  two  contrary 
volitions."  t 

Now  the  essence  of  liberty  does  not  consist  in  choosing 
or  not  choosing,  but  in  the  manner  of  choosing,  that  is,  in 
choosing,  when  one  does  choose,  one  of  the  two  volitions  in 
preference  to  the  other. 

When,  therefore,  two  volitions  are  presented  to  the 
human  subject  to  choose  from,  if  no  act  of  choice  is  made. 


*  Bk.  Ill,  636-643.  We  hope  the 
fair-minded  reader  will  not  attribute  to 
want  of  modesty  or  propriety  our  fre- 
quent recommendation  ot  serious  atten- 
tion in  certain  difficulties.  The  ques- 
tions we  are  often  obliged  to  treat  are 
at  once  so  subtle  and  so  delicate  that 
no  human  intelligence  may  justly  look 
upon  them  as  easy  or  such  as  to  be 
grasped  in  a  moment.  We  will,  therc- 
K>re,  presume  to  make  the  words  of  St. 
Augustine  our  own :  *•  Hue  accedit^ 
quia  non  tu  et  talis  tantummodo  cogi' 
tandi  estis  Iccturi  esse  quod  scnbimtts  ; 
sed  uiique  et  illi  qui  minus  acuta 
minusque  e.vercitato  ingenio  prcediti^ 
fo  tamen  studio  ferantur  ad  cognos- 
cendas  litteras  nostras^  sive  amico  sive 


inimico  animOf  ut  eis  subtrahi  omnino 
fton  possint.  Ista  cogitanti  cemis^ 
quanta  cura  in  scn'bendo  esse  debeat, 
prcesertim  de  rebus  ita  niagnis^  ut  IN 
EIS  KT  MAGNI  LABORENT."  Epist.  clxii. 

t  This  mode  of  expression  does  not 
exclude  the  choice  oetween  volitions 
which  are  not  contrary,  but  only  diverse ; 
because  when  a  choice  is  made  between 
several  different  volitions,  several  acts 
are  performed  by  which  one  chooses, 
between  each  of  those  volitions,  the 
adopting  or  non-adopting  of  it,  which 
is  choosing  between  contraries.  Hence 
any  choice  between  volitions  may  always 
be  reduced,  as  to  an  elementary  opera- 
tion, to  a  choice  between  contraries. 

U  2 
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there  is  no  act  of  the  will ;  and  if  a  choice  is  made,  there 
is  this  act. 

Even  supposing,  then,  that  in  making  this  choice  or  in 
not  making  it,  man  were  determined,  or  that  he  were  moved 
to  perform  such  act  by  a  spontaneous  necessity,  he  would 
not  on  that  account  be  deprived  of  his  liberty,  provided 
that,  in  performing  the  act,  he  remained  free  to  choose  the 
one  volition  rather  than  the  other. 

Given,  therefore,  that,  on  two  volitions  being  pre- 
sented to  him  to  choose  between  them,  he  is  moved  to  this 
transient  act  by  the  new  term  given  to  his  immanent 
activity,  that  is,  by  the  two  contrary  eligible  volitions 
and  the  need  to  choose  between  them,  and  given  also  that 
he  is  moved  necessarily  to  perform  the  act,*  he  is  not 
necessarily  moved  to  perform  it  in  the  one  way  rather  than 
the  other,  namely,  to  choose  the  one  rather  than  the  other 
of  the  two  eligible  volitions.  He  may  choose  whichever  of 
the  two  he  pleases,  and  is,  therefore,  free,  perfectly  free. 
Consequently,  this  liberty  does  not  belong  to  that  part  of 
activity  which  comes  from  the  term,  but  to  that  which 
belongs  to  the  principle  already  constituted  and  actuated. 

1275.  But  someone  might  ask:  What  is  the  sufficient 
reason  that  explains  how  the  one  volition  comes  to  be 
chosen  in  preference  to  the  other  ?  I  would  reply  to  him 
thus  :  Your  question  shows  quite  clearly  that  you  have  not 
yet  properly  understood  the  force  of  the  definition  we  have 
given  of  bilateral  liberty.  For,  if  this  liberty  is  "the 
faculty  of  choosing  between  two  volitions,"  plainly,  its  act 
consists  in  choosing,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  in  man 
determining  himself  to  the  one  volition  rather  than  the 
other.  Therefore,  liberty  is  not  the  faculty  of  the  volitions 
themselves,  but  the  faculty  of  deciding  as  to  which  volition 
shall  prevail.  The  sufficient  reason,  therefore,  of  the 
choice  is  the  faculty  itself,  the  activity  of  the  choosing 

^  It  wiU  be  said  that  man  is  free  also  alternatives  is  another.    The  necessity 

in  making  or  not  making  the  choice,  which  we  admit  refers  to  the  act  of 

Most  true ;  but  in  this  case  the  choice  choice,  and  not  to  the  object  thereof, 

that  becomes  the  object  of  his  choice  is  With  respect  to  the  objects  of  choice 

one  thing,  and  the  <ict  really  performed  we  maintain  that  man  is  free, 
by  him  of  choosing  between  the  two 
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principle,  which,  when  moved  by  the  presence  of  its  term, 
comes  forth  into  its  act,  that  is,  chooses  between  the  voli- 
tions. It  is  drawn  to  its  act  necessarily,  like  the  other 
powers,  the  cause  of  the  act  being  completed  by  means  of 
the  new  term  added  to  it,  that  is,  the  two  volitions.  Thus 
the  act  to  which  it  is  drawn  necessarily  is  the  free  act, 
which  is  its  proper  act,  and  consists  precisely  in  the  choice 
in  question. 
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CHAPTER  XVII. 

SUBJECT  OF  THE  FOLLOWING  TWO  BOOKS. 

1276.  Having  in  the  preceding  disquisitions  reduced  all 
the  powers  of  the  soul  to  unity,  that  is,  to  the  essence  of 
the  soul  itself,  and  having,  as  we  trust,  overcome  all  the 
ontologfical  difficulties  that  stood  in  the  way  of  an  explana- 
tion of  its  transient  acts  or  operations,  and  having,  at  the 
same  time,  investigated  the  nature  of  these  acts,  their 
gfround,  and  the  manner  in  which  they  appear  and  disap- 
pear ;  we  may  now  enter  safely  upon  the  subject  which  we 
proposed  to  ourselves,  that  is,  the  explanation  of  the  laws 
governing  the  different  operations  of  the  soul. 

Seeing  that  the  soul  is  one  and  simple,  because  all  its 
faculties  are  reducible  to  the  ratiofial  prtnciplCy  in  which  the 
completed  and  entire  essence  of  the  soul  properly  consists, 
it  is  obvious  that,  if  we  can  succeed  in  giving  a  satisfactory 
account  of  the  laws  according  to  which  the  rational  prin- 
ciple acts  and  is  acted  upon,  we  shall  have  fulfilled  our 
promise  and  accomplished  our  purpose. 

1277.  But,  although  the  soul  of  man  is  one,  he  has  two 
principles  of  action,  the  one  of  which  is  himself,  while  the 
other  is  in  him.  The  former  is  the  rational,  the  latter,  the 
animal  principle.  When  man  is  said  to  be  composed  of 
body  and  soul,  this  must  be  understood  of  an  animate  body 
and  a  rational  soul ;  for  it  would  be  an  error  to  divide  man 
by  placing  brute  matter  on  one  side  and  the  sensitive  and 
rational  soul  on  the  other.  The  intellective  soul  is  the 
form  of  a  sensitive  body,  and  not  of  bare  matter.*    This 

*  In  the  Bible,  man  is  flesh  and  true  and  philosophical  division  of  the 

spirit »    Now,  hy  flesh  is  always  meant,  principles  that  enter  into  man's  com- 

not  dead  flesh,   out  flesh  living  and  position, 
fighting  against  the  spirit.    This  is  the 
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fact,  so  far  from  destroying  the  unity  of  the  soul,  goes  to 
confirm  it,  because  the  soul  is  also  the  supreme  principle  of 
feeling  in  so  far  as  it  perceives  feeling  as  entity.  At  the 
same  time,  this  explains,  as  we  have  already  said,  why 
there  sometimes  appears  in  man  a  sensitive  activity 
rebelling  against  the  rational  and  human  principle,  since 
the  fundamental  perception  does  not  destroy  the  sensitive 
activity,  though  it  is  naturally  ordained  to  dominate  it ;  for 
if  it  were  not  so  ordained,  a  contradiction  or  strife  between 
animality  and  reason  would  imply  that  these  were  two 
souls. 

We  shall,  therefore,  devote  the  following  book  to  the 
explanation  of  the  laws  according  to  which  man,  that  is, 
the  rational  principle,  which  includes  feeling  under  the 
essential  relation  of  entity y  operates ;  and  the  fifth  book  to 
the  explanation  of  the  laws  which  govern  the  operations  of 
the  animal  principle,  considered  by  itself,  that  is,  under  the 
essential  relation  of  sensilityy  which  principle  is  not  man, 
but  is  in  man.  In  treating,  moreover,  of  the  sensitive  prin- 
ciple, we  shall,  as  far  as  necessary,  speak  also  of  that 
activity  which,  though  different  from  it,  manifests  itself  in 
it,  and  sometimes  in  opposition  to  it,  namely,  of  the  sen- 
siferous  force. 


I 
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BOOK    IV. 

(synthetic.) 

ON  THE  LAWS  WHICH  GOVERN  THE  ACTIVITY  OF  THE 
SOUL,— LAWS  ACCORDING  TO  WHICH  THE  RATIONAL 
PRINCIPLE  OPERATES, 


1278.  Logical  exactness,  and  Christian  sentiment,  are 
the  two  characteristics  of  the  Italian  people.  Hence,  when- 
ever writers  have  been  logfical  and  religious,  they  have 
pleased  this  nation,  while  those  who  stepped  aside  from 
right  reasoning  and  the  truths  of  faith,  no  matter  how  rare 
their  powers  of  intellect  and  how  vast  their  erudition,  were 
reproved  and  forgotten  by  its  public  opinion.  Herein  lies 
the  true  reason  why  Italy  flourished  in  the  natural  sciences 
under  the  teaching  of  the  immortal  Galileo,  and  seemed 
old,  lazy  and  slow  to  respond  to  the  invitation  of  those  very 
strong  intellects  that  professed  philosophy  in  the  sixteenth 
century.  The  mathematical  sciences  could  not  advance 
without  logic,  and  the  voice  of  the  great  Florentine  no 
longer  allowed  it  to  be  dispensed  with  in  physics.  Neither 
was  it  possible  that  the  study  of  nature,  conducted  under  the 
guidance  of  rigorous  reasoning,  should  come  into  conflict 
with  religion.  Unfortunately,  metaphysical  investigations 
are  not,  like  mathematics,  of  such  a  nature  as  to  reduce 
the  student  to  the  necessity,  either  of  keeping  the  path  of 
legitimate  reasoning,  or  else  of  being  immediately  con- 
victed of  error.     But  heaven  did  not  vouchsafe  a  Galileo 
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to  philosophy  ;  nor  are  the  teachings  of  this  science  indif-   \ 
ferent  to  the  passions  and  vices  of  men ;  nor  were  they    i 
who  undertook  to  play  the  philosopher  in  the  age  of  the    i 
tenth  Leo  sufficiently  free  from  these  passions  and  vices  ^ 
nor,  again,  did  they  escape  the  malign  influence  of  the 
northern  heresy.     Hence  the  genius   of  Italy  repudiated 
the  sophists,  and  sometimes,  going  beyond  proper  bounds, 
it  burnt  the  impious.     In  this  way  Italy  was  deprived  of 
philosophy,  without  which  it  could  not  be  a  nation.     For^ 
if  other  peoples,   of  other  blood,  of  a  diffierent  genius, 
educated  in  narrower  traditions  and  through  less  sublime 
misfortunes,  were  able  to  unite  together  and  attain  to  a 
national    spirit    as  if  by    instinct  and  without    advanced 
scientific  culture,  the  Italic  race  could  not  do  so,  nor  will 
it  ever  be  possible  for  it  to  do  so,  except  under  the  guid- 
ance of  a  true  philosophy.     The  fact  is,  this  race  must,  first 
of  all,  be  bound  together  by  intellectual  principles,  which, 
being  logical,  are  also  religious  ;  and  it  is  vain  to  think 
that,  without  this  first  bond,  other  bonds  can  produce  a 
true    national   unanimity    between    the    peoples    of  our 
peninsula.     Indeed,  if  religion  and  logfic  are,  as  they  seem 
to  be,  the  only  sentiments  that  have  remained  common  to 
the  Italic  family,  it  need  not   be  said  how  powerful  an 
influence  the  spread  of  a  sound  philosophy  must  have  in 
binding  Italians  together  as  fellow  disciples  in  the  school 
of  truth,  and  in  developing  in  the  heart  of  the  nation  these 
two  most  powerfiil  germs  of  good  government,  as  also  in 
rendering  us  all  conscious  that  our  minds  agfree  in  one 
rightness,  our  souls  in  one  Faith,  and  our  common  ambition 
in  the  supremacy  of  the  Christian  Pontificate.  Thus  the  con- 
cord of  Italians  will  spring  from  their  inmost  character  and 
nature,  truth  itself,  God  Himself  intervening  as  mediator ; 
and  this  will  be  a  concord  of  the  strongest  and  most  lasting 
kind,  capable,  by  its  own  inherent  virtue,  of  advancing  and 
completing  itself  in  every  other  civil  requirement,  because 
this  most  sacred  concord  will  begfin  at  the  very  place  where 
man  himself  resides,  where  he  is  master,  in  the  reason, 
where  alone  he  is  nobly  a  servant,  in  the  worship  of  God. 
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1279.  The  geometry  and  physics  cultivated  by  the 
Italians  with  so  much  love  were  only  a  most  fortunate  pro- 
pedeutic ;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  Supreme  Providence 
kas  kept  the  Italians  so  long  occupied  exclusively  in  the 
aathematical  and  physical  sciences  as  a  most  useful  pre- 
paration for  the  higher  and  more  important  sciences,  the 
pbilosophical  and  the  civil,  for  which  an  excellent  prepara- 
tion is  also  furnished  by  the  literature  and  the  line  arts,  for 
viiich  other  nations  envy  us  in  vain.  Hence  Plato  wisely 
refiised  his  divine  instruction  to  those  who  came  to  him 
without  being  already  well  schooled  in  geometry ;  and  a 
fitting  ornament  of  the  philosophic  school,  and  quite  proper 
as  a  suite  to  philosophy  itself,  are  the  comely  graces  of 
Socrates.  Never  do  these  graces  appear  so  exquisitely 
beautifid  as  when  they  learn  to  philosophise. 

Let  it  not  be  said  that  the  logic  of  the  natural  sciences 
is  a  peculiar  art,  different  from  that  required  by  metaphysics. 
There  is  but  one  logic,  one  art  of  thinking,  just  as  there  is 
bat  one  truth.  It  was  by  holding  the  erroneous  opposite 
opinion  that  some  of  our  most  able  cultivators  of  what  are 
called  the  exact  sciences  were  led  to  look  contemptuously  on 
metaphysics,  as  though  this  science  could  not  lend  itself  to 
that  rigorous  demonstrative  process  without  which  it  is  almost 
always  impossible  to  treat  the  sciences  of  naked  quantity. 
Nor  would  such  contempt  be  unjust  if  those  ill-advised 
persons  were  in  the  right,  who,  presuming  to  know  every- 
thing by,  as  it  were,  a  sort  of  divine  inspiration,  found  fault 
with  me,  and  cried  me  down,  for  having  desired  that  Italian 
philosophy  also  should,  at  last,  in  its  procedure,  faithfully 
obey  the  laws  of  human  thought  by  setting  out  with  the 
observation  and  verification  of  facts,  and  by  means  of  these 
fisurts  work  out  most  exact  reasonings.  But  I  cannot  on 
this  account  alter  my  opinion  in  regard  to  the  soundness  of 
the  method — experimental  I  would  almost  call  it — ^which  I 
have  hitherto  striven  to  recommend  to  our  countrymen, 
who  are  already  beginning  to  aspire  to  the  ranks  of  philo- 
sophers, and  which  I  have,  to  the  best  of  my  abilities,  ^- 
followed  in  philosophical  investigations.     Indeed,  I  do  not 
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know  any  other  process  that  can  be  called  method ;  because 
as  to  that  divine  intuition  in  which  some  think  they  con- 
template everything  both  created  and  uncreated,  gathering 
everything  immediately  from  the  voice  of  the  Deity,  I  would 
fain  leave  it  to  the  priests  of  the  ancient  oracles,  or  to  those 
who  are  drunk  with  the  waters  of  Aganippe,  only  continu- 
ing to  desire  that  they  may  be  strictly  forbidden  to  enter 
the  temple  of  philosophy.  Without  some  such  prohibitive 
law  as  this,  the  Italians  will  never  become  philosophers, 
but  will  have  to  content  themselves  with  being  naturally 
poets. 

1280.  Hence,  I  have  entitled  this  book.  The  Lawsaccori- 
tng  to  which  the  Rational  Principle  operates;  my  intention 
being  to  imitate  here  also  the  students  of  nature,  who, 
collecting  facts  similar  in  kind,  note  carefully  and  accurately 
what  is  identical  in  them,  and  thus  discover  the  constant 
modes  of  the  action  of  causes  frequently  occult,  and  give 
those  constant  modes  the  name  of  laws.  After  all,  what 
they  call  laxvs  of  nature  are  only  the  identity  and  constancy 
of  the  effects  which  appear  in  the  reciprocal  action  and 
passion  of  the  corporeal  substances  that  go  to  make  up  the 
world.  From  what  they  find  always  the  same  in  these 
effects,  they  reasonably  infer  the  mode  of  action  of  the 
cause,  and  hence  conclude  that  the  cause  has  such  or  such 
a  form,  or  nature,  or  disposition,  that  it  cannot  act  in  any 
other  manner.  This  necessity  of  acting  always  in  the  same 
way  they  justly  call  a  law,  because  law  means  "  necessity 
determining  action,"  although  the  necessity  to  which  this 
name  is  given  is  sometimes  physical,  sometimes  moral.  At 
first,  the  term  was  applied  to  moral  necessity ;  then  it  viras 
transferred  to  physical  necessity.  We  must  do  exactly  the 
same  thing  in  the  study  of  the  operations  and  effects 
depending  upon  invisible  and  spiritual  causes.  The 
dialectic  process  of  thought  must  be  the  same.  In  the  first 
place  we  must  carefully  observe  and  collect  the  operations 
of  the  rational  principle;  then  note  with  the  greatest 
accuracy  what  appears  identical  in  them  ;  then  infer  by 
induction  the  constant  mode  in  which  the  cause  operates ; 
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and,  finally,  conclude  that  there  must  be,  corresponding  to 
this  immutable  constancy  and  uniformity,  a  necessity  oblig- 
ing the  cause  to  shape  its  operations  just  in  that  way,  and 
that  this  necessity,  termed  law^  can  have  its  root  nowhere 
but  in  the  nature  of  the  operating  substance  or  cause,  since 
the  nature  and  substance  are  the  immutable  and  immanent 
acts,  as  contradistinguished  from  their  transient  actions 
and  effects. 

1 28 1.  But  since  the  laws  which  we  must  collect  will  be 
many,  we  shall,  in  order  to  impart  order  to  our  work,  first 
consider  the  principal  sources  or  elements  from  which  the 
operations  of  the  rational  principle  spring,  and  to  which . 
our  attention  must  be  directed.  These  elements,  when 
accxirately  distinguished,  will  afford  us  a  first  general  clcissi- 
fication  of  the  laws  of  which  we  are  in  search. 
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CLASSIFICATION  OF  THE  LAWS  WHICH  THE  RATIONAL 
PRINCIPLE  OBEYS  IN  ITS  ACTION.  —  LAWS  ONTO- 
LOGICAL,    COSMOLOGICAL   AND    PSYCHOLOGICAL. 

1282.  "It  was  Anaxagoras  alone  who  said  that  the 
intellect  [voDf]  is  indivisible  and  has  nothing  in  common 
with  other  things.  But,  this  being  the  case,  how  and  for 
what  reason  the  intellect  cognises,  he  has  neither  told  us, 
nor  does  it  appear  from  what  he  has  said."  * 

Now,  for  Anaxagoras,  or  Hermotimus  t  to  have  found 
out  that  the  intellect  must  be  perfectly  simple,  was,  in  the 
Ionic  school,  a  great  step  forward ;  but,  as  Aristotle  ob- 
serves, there  still  remained  to  be  discovered  the  manner  in 
which  the  intellect  knows,  the  meafis  of  knowings  and  also 
the  way  to  explain  by  what  causes  the  intellect,  being  per- 
fectly simple,  could  be  moved  to  know  especially  the  cor- 
poreal. 

1283.  These  were  questions  of  supreme  importance,  and 
neither  Aristotle  nor  any  of  the  ancients  was  able  to  reply 
to  them  adequately.  For,  confining  ourselves  to  the  ques- 
tion respecting  the  means  of  knowing,  we  find  that  Aris- 


♦  Aristotle,  De  Anima  (I,  2,  22  ;  405 
b  19  sqq.).  A  little  before  this,  he  had 
written :  "  But  Anaxagoras  seems  to 
have  distinguished  soul  from  intellect. 

Nevertheless,  he  treats  both 

as  if  they  constituted  one  nature,  except 
in  so  far  that  he  made  intellect  tne 
cause  of  all  things.  He  says,  indeed, 
that  it,  alone  of  all  beings,  is  simple, 
unmixed,  and  pure.  But  he  attributes 
to  the  same  principle  indiscriminately 
both  things,  that  is,  cognition  and 
motion,  saying  that  intellect  moved  all 
things  generafly  "  {De  Anima^  I,  2,  13  ; 
405  a  13).    There  was,  however,  a  re- 


port current  in  the  time  of  Aristotle, 
that  Hermotimus,  a  countryman  of 
Anaxagoras,  had,  previous  to  him, 
affirmed  intellect  to  oe  the  cause  of  tlie 
universe  {Metaph.^  I,  3 ;  984,  b  [9  so.}* 
Hermotimus  and  Anaxagoras  fix  the 
period  in  which  the  two  schools,  the 
Ionic  and  the  Italic,  mingled  their  doc- 
trines. Thenceforth  the  two  schools 
treat  the  same  Questions,  and  are  some- 
times distinguisned  more  in  name  than 
by  difference  of  opinions.  See  Restora* 
tion,  &c.,  Bk.  Ill,  chap.  li. 

t  Both  were  natives  of  Clozomene. 
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totle  applied  to  the  spirit  ontological  principles  that  were 
too  narrow,  not  being  derived  from  beings  generally,  but 
irom  material  being  alone.  Now,  seeing  that  in  material 
nature  there  is  matter  and  form,  the  former  passive  and  the 
latter  active,  the  former  becoming  all  things,  that  is,  all  the 
special  corporeal  beings,  the  latter  doing  all  things,  that 
is,  placing  these  entities  in  existence  by  giving  shape  to 
matter,  he  thought  that  the  same  elements  must  be  sufficient 
to  explain  the  constitution  of  the  intellect  also. 

"  Since,"  he  says,  "  there  is  in  all  nature  something 
which  to  each  genus  is  matter,  because  it  is  capable  of  be- 
coming all  things,  and  there  is  something  else  which  is 
cause  and  efficiency,  because  it  does  all  things  and,  rela- 
tively to  matter,  stands  as  art ;  it  necessarily  follows  that  these 
differences  are  also  found  in  the  soul.  And  in  truth  there 
is  in  the  soul  an  intellect  such  that  it  becomes  all  things, 
and  another  such  that  it  does  all  things,  as  a  kind  of  a  habit, 
similar  to  light ;  since  light  also,  in  a  certain  way,  causes 
those  to  be  colours  in  act  which,  before,  were  colours  only 
potentially ;  and  this  intellect  is  separable,  and  unmixed, 
and  not  susceptible  of  division ;  and  its  operation  is  its 
substance.  For  the  agent  is  always  more  noble  than  that 
which  is  acted  upon,  and  form  more  noble  than  matter. 
And  as  to  knowledge,  when  it  is  in  act,  it  is  one  with  the 
thing."  ♦  Thus  Aristotle  agreed  with  Anaxagoras  in  hold- 
ing that  there  is  an  intellect  unmixed  and  immaterial ;  but 
this,  he  says,  is  kumvledge  itself  in  act,  prior  to  which  there 
is  in  the  soul  a  sort  of  matter  of  all  cognitions.  In  this 
way  he  believed  that  he  had  overcome  the  difficulty  urged 
against  the  teaching  of  Anaxagoras,  namely,  that  by  admit- 
ting a  purely  immaterial  intellect,  he  made  it  impossible  to 
explain  how  this  intellect  came  to  acquire  knowledge,  and 
how  it  could  be  moved  to  cognise  material  things. 

1284.  But  several  objections  maybe  taken  to  Aristotle's 
reasoning.  i.°  That  reasoning  sins  against  the  laws  of 
correct  method.  Aristotle  starts  with  the  assumption  that 
in  all  nature  everything  is  composed  of  form  and  matter, 

♦  De  Anifna,  L.  iii. 
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without  giving  any  proof  of  so  sweeping  a  generalization, 
but  simply  falling  upon  experience  and  that  only  of  material 
things.  Then  he  concludes  that  this  must  fiecessarily  be 
the  case  with  the  soul  also,  whereas  he  ought  to  have  con- 
tented himself  with  examining  whether  the  thing  was  so  in 
point  of  fact,  and  not  to  have  imposed  ready-made  canons 
on  the  nature  of  the  soul,  and  a  priori  laws,  which  arc 
always  arbitrary  and  fallacious. 

1285.  2."^  Again,  by  saying  that  the  possible  intellect 
becomes  all  things,  that  is,  all  cognitions,  he  renders  cog- 
nitions subjective ;  for,  according  to  this  view,  they  would 
be  merely  the  soul  itself  variously  modified,  and,  therefore, 
would  be  contingent,  &c.,  like  the  soul  itself,  mere  fed- 
ings  of  the  soul,  without  any  power  to  give  evidence  of  an 
object  distinct  from  the  soul. 

1286.  3.°  If  the  last  words  of  the  extract  I  have  quoted 
must  receive  the  interpretation  gfiven  to  them  by  Michad 
Sofiiano  and  others.  Idem  autem  est  scientia  quce  actu  est, 
qtiod  res  ipsUy  it  would  follow  that,  a^  all  cognitions  are  the 
soul  itself  variously  modified  and  actuated,  so  all  things 
are  the  soul,  which  is  the  panpsychism  of  many  German 
philosophers. 

1287.  4.°  If  the  active  intellect  is  cause,  efficiency,  a 
principle  acting  as  art  or  habit  does,  it  follows  that  it  is 
not  entirely  in  act.  Our  philosopher  did  indeed,  by  means 
of  his  possible  intellect,  assign  the  material  cause  of  cog- 
nitions, of  which  Anaxagoras  had  not  spoken ;  but  his 
active  intellect  does  not  sufficiently  explain  either  the 
efficient  full  cause,  or  the  instrumental  cause  of  them.  In 
order  to  come  forth  into  act,  habit  requires  an  excitation, 
especially  if  it  has  to  be  determined  to  produce  from  matter 
one  thing  rather  than  another,  for  example,  from  a  block 
of  stone  the  statue  of  Apollo  rather  than  that  of  Hercules. 
So  likewise  art,  in  order  to  produce  the  statue,  requires  in- 
struments. 

1288.  5.°  Aristotle  meets  on  his  way  the  beautiful  simile 
of  light,  which  might  have  set  his  thoughts  right ;  but  he 
makes  a  very  bad  use  of  it.    The  potential  colours  which  he 
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introduces  are  not  colours  at  all,  and  colours  in  act  are  the 
light  itself  modified  and  refiracted.  Moreover,  the  eye  which 
sees  is  quite  a  different  thing  firom  the  light  which  causes 
it  to  see ;  whereas  in  Aristotle  the  intellect,  which  is  the 
eye,  is  confounded  with  the  light  which  illumines  it — the 
objeci  with  the  subjecl. 

This  great  distinction,  therefore,  between  object  and 
subject  is  what  was  wanting  in  the  philosophy  of  Aristotle, 
and  the  only  thing  that  could  fill  up  the  blank  which 
Anaxagoras  had  left  to  be  filled  up  by  subsequent  in- 
quirers. 

1289.  We  have  shown  what  is  the  light  of  the  mind; 
we  have  said  that  it  is  the  idea  ofbeingy  and  that  this  is  the 
means  of  knowing. 

Although,  therefore,  the  human  intellect,  as  Anaxagoras 
held,  is  unmixed,  it  nevertheless  has  a  duality,  and  this 
removes  the  difficulty  which  Aristotle  brought  against  the 
illustrious  philosopher  of  Clozomene,  because  the  intellect 
is  furnished  by  nature  with  a  means  of  knowing.  At  the 
same  time,  the  erroneousness  of  the  method  which  Aristotle 
considered  effectual  in  overcoming  the  said  difficulty  is 
proved. 

1290.  In  order  that  the  differences  between  the  method 
propounded  by  ourselves,  and  the  Aristotelian  one,  may  be 
clearly  seen,  we  beg  the  reader  to  observe  : 

I .°  That  Aristotle,  by  describing  the  intellective  soul  as 
consisting  of  matter  and  form  like  the  material  nature,  made 
it  result  from  two  elements,  each  of  which  was  a  substantial 
part  of  it,  and  the  form  even  more  substantial  than  the 
matter.  We,  on  the  contrary,  do  not  make  ideal  being  a 
substantial  part  of  the  soul,  but  merely  an  object  which  is 
given  it  to  intuite,  and  which  thus  brings  it  into  act  and 
being  without  confounding  itself  with  it,  and  without 
leaving  anything  in  it  except  knowledge.  In  this  way  the 
intellective  soul  remains,  for  us,  altogether  unmixed, 
ilthough  it  is  united  to  something  else  entirely  different 
from  it,  which  illumines  it ; 

1 29 1.  2.°  That  Aristotle  makes  the  soul  result  fi-om  a 

VOL.  II.  w 
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form  similar  to  those  of  real  beings,  a  form  which  is  itself 
also  a  reality^  is  the  act  of  reality.  We,  on  the  contrary, 
say  that  ideal  beingy  though  it  informs  the  soul,  does  so  in 
quite  a  different  way,  preserving  its  own  proper  entity, 
which  is  wholly  different  from  that  of  the  soul,  and  merely 
giving  itself  to  the  soul  to  cognise ;  *  and  to  forms  or  in- 
forming causes  of  this  description  we  give  the  name  of 
objective.  Being  essentially  light,  they,  by  their  presence 
in  the  spirit,  impart  to  it  that  act  of  intuition,  which  in  a 
certain  sense  might  also  be  called  a  subjective  form.  Con- 
sidered under  this  aspect,  objective  forms  are  cnuscs  of 
subjective  forms  ; 

1292.  3.°  Aristotle  attributes  to  the  intellective  soul 
something  corresponding  to  the  matter  of  bodies,  and  by 
which  he  says  it  becomes  all  things.  We  do  nothing  of 
the  kind.  According  to  us,  the  soul  always  remains  a  per- 
fectly simple  principle.  And,  properly  speaking,  it  is  not 
made  up  of  form  and  matter,  but  of  act  and  potentiality. 
It  is  act  before  it  is  potentiality,  and  it  is  potentiality  not 
per  sCy  but  by  reason  of  changes  in  its  terms,  as  we  have 
explained. 

Here,  however,  the  Aristotelians  may  reply :  *^  How 
then  do  you  account  for  the  origin  of  special  cog- 
nitions r  *' 

We  reply  :  The  rational  soul  is  what  apprehends  being, 
and  being  is  ideal  and  real.  Ideal  being  is  given  to  the  soul 
by  nature,  and  being,  in  this  form,  is  essentially  unlimited. 
There  is  also  given  to  it  by  nature  a  limited  real  being,  in 
the  fundamental  feeling,  which  is  rationally  perceived  by  it, 
because  already  comprised,  after  its  own  way,  in  ideal 
being,  which  comprises  all  things.  The  relation  between 
limited  real  being  and  unlimited  ideal  being  constitutes  the 
concepts^  or  specific  and  generic  ideas.  But  neither  ideal 
being,  nor  the  real  being  naturally  perceived  by  the  soul, 
is  the  soul  itself;  it  is  something  joined  to  it  by  the  peculiar 
relation,  which,  to  distinguish  it  from  every  other,  we  have 
called  rationality.     In  this  way  the  Aristotelian  difficulties 

*  Philosophical  System ^  no.  35. 
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disappear  completely,  without  our  breaking  on  the  rock  on 
which  the  philosopher  of  Stagira  broke. 

1293.  By  having  described  the  constitution  of  the  soul, 
and  explained  the  possibility  of  its  action  and  development, 
we  have  paved  the  way  for  the  classification  of  the  laws 
which  it  invariably  follows  in  its  operations.  For,  its  ac- 
tivities, like  those  of  every  other  finite  being,  issue,  and, 
so  to  speak,  gush  forth  from  two  springs — its  term  and  its 
principle.  Moreover,  the  term  is  double,  Being  and  the 
World  (the  finite  real).  In  this  way  we  have  three  sources 
of  laws :  Being,  the  World,  and  the  Activity  of  the  Rational 
Principle.  The  laws,  then,  of  the  action  of  the  rational 
principle  naturally  classify  themselves  into  three  most 
noble  kinds,  namely,  Ontological  LawSy  Cosmological  LawSy 
and  Psychological  Laws.  We  shall  begin  by  dealing  with 
the  laws  which  the  nature  of  the  object  imposes  upon  the 
rational  principle  in  its  action;  in  other  words,  we  shall 
begin  by  the  Ontological  LawSy  which  can  never  be  absent, 
whatever  may  be  the  being  to  which,  as  to  an  object,  the 
action  of  the  soul  is  directed. 
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CHAPTER  II. 

ON  THE  ONTOLOGICAL  LAWS  IMPOSED  UPON  THE  SPECULA- 
TIVE REASON,  AND  WHICH  THE  RATIONAL  PRINCIPLE 
FOLLOWS   IN  ITS   OPERATION. — SUPREME  LAW. 

ARTICLE     I. 
Enunciation  of  the  Supreme  Law  of  Thought. 

1294.  Now,  since  the  rational  principle  operates  in  two 
ways,  the  one  speculative,  producing  no  effect  outside  the 
mind,  the  other  practical,  which  does  produce  such  effect, 
we  must  consider,  both,  the  ontological  laws  which  the 
object  imposes  on  the  speculative  reason,  and  those  which 
it  imposes  on  the  practical  reason. 

1295.  And,  first  of  all,  we  must  consider  the  supreme 
and  most  general  law,  which  consists  in  the  priticipU  of 
coptthm. 

In  truth,  all  other  laws  are  contained  and  summed  up 
in  the  principle  of  cognition,  which  is  thus  formulated: 
"  The  term  of  thought*  is  being."  This  is  the  same  as  to 
say  :  Thought  is  so  constituted  that  the  primary  law  of  its 
nature  is  to  have  being  for  its  term,  so  that  it  either  has 
being  for  its  term,  or  it  is  not  at  all.  Being,  therefore, 
considered  in  this  way,  is  the  condition  to  which  the 
existence  of  thought,  the  speculative  action  of  the  reason, 
is  bound. 

1 296.  It  follows  from  this,  that  the  properties  and  endow- 
ments essential  to  being  are  so  many  conditions  of  think- 
ing and,  therefore,  so  many  laws  of  thought.     This  means 

♦  New  Essay t  vol.  ii,  no.  567. 
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that  every  thought,  in  order  to  exist,  must  have  a  term 
endowed  with  all .  the  qualities  and  endowments  of  a 
being. 

But  here  it  must  be  noted,  that  when  we  speak  in 
general  of  the  laws  of  thought,  we  do  not  mean  that  these 
laws  must  be  observed  in  every  special  act  of  thought, 
separated  from  all  its  other  parts  by  means  of  abstraction. 
We  are  considering  thought  taken  in  its  complexity,  as  a 
total  resulting  from  the  sum  of  the  single  and  partial  acts 
which  man  severally  revolves  between  times  in  his  mind. 
For  example,  a  man  thinks  a  real  line  ;  this  is  a  particular 
act.  But  he  cannot  think  a  real  line  without  thinking  a 
surface  of  which  the  line  is  the  termination.  Were  we, 
therefore,  to  say  that  it  is  a  law  of  thought,  when  applied  to 
corporeal  extension,  that  it  must  think  surface  or  solids,  the 
objection  could  not  be  raised  against  us  that  it  thinks  also 
lines  and  points,  finding  them  by  abstraction  in  the  surfaces 
and  solids  perceived  by  it ;  because  the  special  act  whereby 
it  thinks  the  abstract  point  or  the  abstract  line  is  not  an  act 
which  stands  by  itself,  but  one  that  is  accompanied  and 
conditioned  by  the  thought  of  the  surface  or  solid  in  which 
the  line  or  the  point  is  seen.  Hence  it  follows,  that  in  the 
complex  thought  of  corporeal  extension  the  surface  or  the 
solid  is  not  wanting ;  and  this  is  enough  to  fulfil  the  law  of 
thought.  When,  therefore,  we  say  that  it  is  a  law  of 
thought  that  it  seizes  a  being  with  the  qualities  which  con- 
stitute it  a  being,  we  do  not  mean  that  one  cannot  by 
abstraction  think  some  quality  of  the  being  separately 
from  the  others ;  although  in  reality  it  could  not  stand  by 
itself.  What  we  mean  is,  that  this  abstract  quality  cannot 
be  thought  unless  we  first  think  the  being,  and  know  that 
it  belongs  to  and  is  in  it.  In  every  complex  thought  of 
the  human  mind,  therefore,  a  being  is  conceived  with  its 
essential  conditions.  So  much  is  this  the  case,  that,  suppos- 
irfg  we  were  supplied  by  the  sense  with  an  accident  of  a 
being,  for  example,  with  colour,  our  mind,  in  order  to  think 
it,  would  have  to  add  to  it  the  substance,  which  the  sense 
does  not  furnish,  and  this  precisely  because  the  accident 
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would  not  be  a  being  without  the  said  substance,  as  we  have 
shown  elsewhere.* 

ARTICLE    II. 

The  Supreme  Laiv  expressed  in   Tivo  Propositions. 

1297.  The  above  is  sufficient  to  remove  the  objection 
which  some  might  raise  against  the  principle  of  cognition 
from  observing  that  abstract  thought  stops  at  accidents, 
which,  taken  by  themselves,  have  not  the  properties  of  a 
being.  Abstract  thought  is  part  of  a  thought,  not  an  entire 
thought.  The  former  is  never  in  the  mind  without  the 
latter  being  also  there  in  some  way.  But  here  we  must  add 
another  most  important  observation.  Thought  has  many 
kinds  of  acts,  which  do  not  all  apprehend  being  in  the  same 
manner,  or  with  the  same  fulness.  It  is,  therefore,  neces- 
sary to  explain  more  minutely  the  efficacy  of  the  principle 
of  cognition  in  giving  form  to  human  intellections.  This 
efficacy  may  be  expressed  in  the  two  following  proposi- 
tions : 

1298.  i.°  "The  human  understanding,  cannot  think  of 
anything  as  having  properties  contrary  to  those  which  are 
essential  to  being." 

1299.  In  virtue  of  this  law,  the  human  spirit  cannot 
think  of  a  thing  as  existing  and  not  existing  at  the  same 
time,  because  in  being  there  is  no  contradiction.  Herein 
lies  the  origin  of  the  principle  of  contradiction,  which  the 
Greeks  expressed  by  saying  ttjv  avrt^adiv  ov  (wvaX'n^svm. 

1300.  It  may  be  objected:  But  we  think  naught;  we 
think  negation.  Now  naught  is  the  opposite  of  being, 
which  expresses  something.  It  is  not,  therefore,  necessary 
that  being  should  always  be  the  object  of  thought.  I  reply : 
It  is  true  that  naught  is  contrary  to  being ;  but  if  we  con- 
sider carefully,  we  shall  find  that  naught,  as  such,  neither 
is,  nor  can  be,  the  object  of  thought.  When,  therefore,. we 
think  naught,  we  in  reality  think  a  relation  which  a  con- 
tingent being  has  to  thought  and  to   itself,  a  relation  by 

♦  New  Essay ^  vol.  ii,  610,  611. 
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which  we  see  that  that  being  either  is,  in  which  case  it  is 
thinkable,  or  is  not,  in  which  case  it  is  unthinkable.  Now 
the  expression  t's  /wl  simply  means  two  combined  acts  of 
one  and  the  same  thought,  by  the  one  of  which  acts  we 
think  the  being,  while  by  the  other  we  remove  it,  and 
thereby  abolish  the  object  of  the  thought.  That  the  naught 
of  which  we  think  is  not  properly  naught,  but  a  relation  of 
the  being  in  question,  will  be  readily  understood  by  anyone 
who  reflects  on  the  manifold  reasonings  which  mathema- 
ticians institute  about  naught,  and  the  different  species  of 
naught  which  they  admit.  This  has  all  been  very  cleverly 
explained  by  Giuseppe  Torelli  in  his  book  De  Nihilo 
Gconietrico,  The  same  thing  may  also  be  seen  from  the 
modes  of  expression  current  among  ascetical  writers,  and 
which  are  the  very  reverse  of  erroneous,  as  for  instance: 
"  Man  is  nothing ;  "  "  All  is  nothing,  God  alone  excepted." 
A  person  of  great  spirituality  was  wont  to  offer  up  this 
prayer :  "  O  my  God,  I  am  a  sinful  nothing ;  make  me,  I 
beseech  Thee,  a  sinless  nothing.'*  In  this  invocation  I  find 
a  wonderful  deal  of  truth  and  logical  accuracy,  inasmuch 
as  the  naught  spoken  of  in  it  is,  obviously,  not  pure  naught, 
which,  of  course,  would  be  incapable  either  of  sin  or  of  sin- 
lessness,  but  a  relation  of  man,  who,  considered  by  himself 
alone  and  wholly  independently  of  the  Creator,  is  nothing, 
because  without  the  Creator  he  would  not  exist. 

1301.  2.""  "Although  the  human  understanding  has 
always  being  for  its  object,  nevertheless  it  is  not  necessitated 
to  think  all  the  properties  of  a  being  in  the  same  way.  Some 
of  them  it  must  think  actually ;  others  it  may  think  only 
virtually.  What  it  is  obliged  to  do  as  regards  these  is 
simply  not  to  deny  them,  that  so  the  way  may  be  kept  open 
for  it  to  inquire  into  them.  What  it  cannot  help  thinking 
actually  is  the  ideal  essence  of  the  being  apprehended  by  it; 
but  as  to  the  properties  and  relations  which  belong  to  that 
being  and  are  virtually  comprised  in  its  ideal  essence,  even 
though  they  be  necessary  to  the  constitution  of  the  being, 
the  law  of  its  thought  does  not  necessarily  bind  it  to 
conceive  them  in  an  actual  manner,  it  being  sufficient,  as  I 
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have  said,  that  it  does  not  deny  them,  and  that  they  thus 
remain  to  it  as  matter  for  subsequent  investigation. 

1302.  This  most  important  law  renders  possible  the 
various  modes  of  intellection  proper  to  man,  and  assigns  to 
each  its  special  laws.  Let  us  see  what  ontological  laws 
each  mode  of  intellection  obeys.  The  chief  modes  of  intel- 
lection are:  i.°  Intuition;  2.°  Perception;  3.°  Reflection, 
which  is  exercised  either  by  abstraction  or  by  integration, 
and  hence  is  divided  into  [a]  Abstracting  Reflection,  \h\ 
Integrating  Reflection. 

ARTICLE    IIL 
Law    of  Lntuition, 

1303.  Since  intuition  has  ideal  being  for  its  object,  it  is 
manifest  that  this  act  of  thought  extends  to  being  in  so  far 
as  it  is  in  its  ideal  form,  apart  altogether  from  its  other  two 
forms,  reality  and  morality. 

1304.  Here  we  must  take  into  consideration  an  onto- 
logical principle  of  no  small  moment,  which  may  be  thus 
stated  :  "  Although  being  exists  in  three  modes,  neverthe- 
less it  is  complete  in  each  of  them,  because  each  of  them, 
in  its  own  fashion,  embraces  the  whole  of  it."  Hence 
intuition  embraces  the  whole  of  being,  and  it  cannot  be  said 
that  an  act  which  refers  to  the  whole  of  being  lacks  any- 
thing that  thought  requires,  because  thought  requires 
nothing  more  than  to  have  being  for  its  object. 

1305.  Moreover,  since  being  in  its  ideal  form  is  simple 
and  indivisible,  it  cannot,  in  this  form,  be  given  to  the 
understanding  except  as  all  or  none.  On  the  contrary, 
being  in  its  real  form,  being  divisible  and  multipliable, 
may  be  given  to  it  partially,  in  which  case  it  cannot  be 
thought  alone,  because  lacking  a  part  necessary  to  make 
it  a  complete  being.*     But  supposing  that  the  human  under- 

♦  But  if  the  whole  of  the  real  were  unless  the  ideal  be  given  at  the  same 

given  to  an  intelligence,  would  this  be  time.    The  same  thing,  and  for  a  much 

able  to  understand  it  ?    We  must  re-  stronger  reason,  must  be  said  of  moral 

member  that  in  the  absolute  real  there  being  which  requires  the  union  of  the 

is  the  ideal  also,  and  hence  that  the  ideal  and  the  real, 
whole  of  the  real  cannot  be  given  to  it 
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standing  has  already  before  it  the  whole  of  being  in  the 
ideal  form,  it  no  longer  lacks  the  complete  and  entire  object 
necessary  to  it.  Given  this,  the  parts  of  the  real  also  can 
be  thought,  because  these  do  not  cancel  ideal  being,  but 
merely  add  some  fresh  term  to  thought.  Thought,  there- 
fore, is  possible  as  soon  as  the  whole  of  being  is  given 
to  it  under  the  ideal  form,  and  for  this  reason  we  have  said 
that  ideal  being  is  what  informs  thought  and  constitutes 
the  power  of  thinking. 

ARTICLE  IV. 
Law    of  Perception, 

1306.  In  order,  then,  to  explain  perception^  or  that 
operation  of  the  rational  principle  which  apprehends  real 
beingy  we  must  presuppose  the  intuition  of  ideal  being, 
which  is  the  light  and  means  whereby  every  real  is  known. 

This  truth  is  seen  only  by  those  who  meditate  deeply 
on  the  nature  of  perception.  Many  persons  persuade 
themselves  that  when  they  perceive  a  real,  for  example,  a 
body,  the  object  of  their  perception  is  a  particular  and 
nothing  more.  They  never  succeed  in  resolving  the  object 
perceived  into  its  two  elements,  oi possibility  and  of  reality 
—of  the  idea  in  which  the  cognisable  essence  of  the  said 
body  is  seen,  and  the  simultaneous  apprehension  whereby 
the  realisation  of  that  essence  is  affirmed. 

If  you  wish  to  convince  yourself  that  your  mind  does  not 
perceive  a  body  without  embracing  by  its  act  both  these 
elements  together,  ask  yourself  this  question  :  "  Do  I  know 
what  I  have  perceived  r  '*  You  will  at  once  reply  :  "  Yes, 
I  do;  it  is  a  round  body,  about  the  size  of  an  orange, 
yellow,  glistening,  hard,  a  ball  of  ivory.  Such  is  the  con- 
cept of  the  body  I  have  perceived."  Now  please  to  consider 
attentively  :  Does  this  concept  include  the  subsistence  oi  the 
body  r  Clearly  not ;  because,  so  long  as  you  think  merely 
this  concept,  as  expressed  in  your  definition  of  it,  you  do 
not  yet  know  that  the  body  in  question  exists.  Therefore,  I 
conclude,  to  know  that  that  body  really  subsists  is  a  different 
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thing  from  having  simply  the  concept  of  it.  But  by  per- 
ception both  these  cognitions  are  acquired,  that  of  the  con- 
cept, and  that  of  the  real  subsistence  of  the  body.  Con- 
sequently, every  perception  embraces  two  things  at  once,  is 
the  compound  result  of  two  acts  of  the  spirit  performed 
simultaneously,  namely,  the  intuition  of  the  concept  and  tbe 
persuasion  of  the  subsistence  ;  nor  is  it  possible  for  us  to 
become  persuaded  that  a  thing  subsists  unless  we  have  the 
concept  of  it.  Hence,  in  the  logical  order,  the  concept  in 
and  through  which  that  thing  is  known  precedes  the  per- 
suasion of  its  subsistence. 

Another  way  to  convince  ourselves  of  the  same  truth  is  to 
consider  that,  as  soon  as  we  perceive  any  contingent  thing, 
we  at  once  know  its  possibility,  so  that  if  we  were  asked: 
"Is  such  a  thing  possible  ? "  we  should  at  once  reply:  ''Of 
course  it  is ;  it  exists,  therefore,  it  is  possible."     Now,  how 
do  we  know  that  what  exists  is  possible  ?  Where  do  we  get 
the  concept  of  possibility  r     From  no  other  source,  certainly, 
than  from  the  concept  which  we  have  of  the  thing.    That 
concept  gives  us  knowledge  of  the  cognisable  essence  of  the 
thing,  but  does  not  tell  us  that  it  subsists,  we  therefore 
conclude  that  the  thing  contemplated  in  its  concept  might 
either  subsist  or  not  subsist,  and  therefore,  that  to  know 
whether  it  subsists,  we  require  some  other  indication,  and 
in  perception  this  indication  is  the  feeling  we  have  of  its 
action  in  us.     Possibility  is  included  in  the  pure  concept  of 
the  thing  in  so  far  as  that  concept  does  not  show  the  thing 
as  necessarily  subsistent.     Now  this  concept  shows  us  die 
ideal  being  of  the  thing.     If,  therefore,  in   perception  we 
did  not  think  the  ideal  being  of  the  thing,  we  should  not 
know  its  possibility.     The  origin,  therefore,  of  the  thought 
of  possibility  implies  that  in  every  perception,  besides  the 
reality  of  the  thing  perceived,  we  intuite  its  ideal  concept* 
1307.  But  what  is  the  ideal  concept  of  a  being  ?    Simply 

♦  Another  proof  that  in  perce{)tion  getting  that  we  have  perceived  the  thing 

the  idea  of  the  thing  is  intuited  at  the  in  its  reality,  the  pure  idea  of  it  remains 

same  time  that  the  reahty  of  that  thing  is  in  our  mind,  without  any  other  open- 

felt  and  affirmed,  may  be  derived  from  tion  being  needed  in  order  to  fonn  it. 

the  undeniable  fact  that,  simply  by  for-  See  New  Essay,  &c.,  vol.  ii,  no.  52a 
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the  universal  concept  of  being,  limited  and  determined  by 
the  action  of  the  thing  in  us,  that  is,  by  the  feeling  which 
the  thing  produces  in  us.  Because,  when  I  say,  for 
example,  **  The  concept  of  a  ball  of  ivory,"  I  say  neither 
more  nor  less  than  "  The  concept  of  a  being  determined  by 
the  sensible  qualities  of  that  ball."  Every  perception, 
therefore,  of  a  real  being  includes  the  intuition  of  its  ideal 
being ;  and  every  ideal  being  presupposes  the  intuition  of 
indeterminate  and  universal  ideal  being.  Hence  perception 
cannot  be  explained,  except  on  the  supposition  that  the 
soul  first  of  all  intuites  ideal  being  pure  and  simple. 

1308.  Hence  we  can  see  that  the  object  of  perception, 
although  a  limited  real,  is,  nevertheless,  a  being  with  every- 
thing that  is  essential  thereto,  as  is  required  by  the  prin- 
ciple of  cognition.  If  the  limited  real  were  separated  from 
the  ideal,  it  would  no  longer  have  all  the  conditions  and 
qualities  of  a  being,  since,  taken  by  itself  alone,  it  cannot 
exist,  it  does  not  contain  the  ground  of  its  existence: 
nay,  by  separating  it  from  the  ideal,  we  separate  it 
trom  its  essence.  But  when  the  real  is  united  to  the 
ideal,  then  it  has  received  its  essence,  and  is  a  complete 
being ;  consequently  it  can  be  perceived. 

1309.  Nevertheless  there  still  remains  to  explain  how 
perception  comes  to  be  thus  limited.  Why  is  not  the 
whole  of  reality  perceived  at  once  r  For  what  reason  is  it 
that  our  understanding,  in  perception,  apprehends  such  or 
such  portion  of  the  reality  of  being  and  excludes  every 
other  ? — I  reply,  that  the  portion  of  the  real  that  is  per- 
ceived is  not  chosen  arbitrarily  by  the  understanding,  but 
is  furnished  to  it  by  feeling.  The  individual  feelings  are 
divided  in  such  a  way  that  what  is  in  the  one  is  not  in  the 
other,  and  they  are  mutually  incommunicable.  The  rational 
principle,  therefore,  in  perception,  remains  limited  by  feel- 
ing. Here  I  can  only  state  this  as  an  undeniable  fact ;  to 
inquire  into  the  reason  of  it  belongs  to  Theosophy. 

13 10.  But  it  may  be  objected :  If  real  being  also  is  in  its 
own  self  unlimited,  when  we  perceive  it  as  limited  it  will 
always  lack  something  essential,  or  necessary  for  constitu- 
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ting  real  being ;  again,  if  limited  real  being  has  not  in 
itself  the  ground  of  its  subsistence,  how  shall  we  be  able 
to  conceive  it  as  subsistent  r — I  answer :  all  that  limited 
real  being  lacks  is  already  virtually  and  indistinctly  sup- 
posed and  admitted  in  ideal  being  which  we  conjoin  with 
it,  and  in  which  its  essence  is  found;  whatever  reality 
is  wanting  to  it  in  order  that  it  may  be  complete  in 
the  thought  we  form  of  it,  is  not  excluded,  but  only 
left  behind,  in  a  manner,  I  would  almost  say,  similar  to 
that  which  we  see  adopted  by  mathematicians,  who,  in 
writing  an  indefinite  series,  when  they  have  put  down  a  few 
of  the  terms,  close  up  with  an  etcetera^  which  does  not 
indeed  express  the  part  that  is  wanting,  but  indicates  and 
supposes  it.  So  likewise  with  our  perception  of  a  limited 
real  being.  Those  conditions  which  are  indispensable  to  its 
subsistence,  those  relations,  essential  or,  at  least,  necessary, 
which  it  has  with  other  limited  beings,  or  with  the  un- 
limited, are  not  denied  by  us ;  they  are  simply  left  undefined, 
to  become  afterwards,  as  I  have  said,  matter  for  onto- 
logical  and  theosophic  reflection. 

131 1.  By  means  of  this  observation  we  can  refute  that 
which  I  would  call  the  panitheistic  system,  or  the  error 
of  those  philosophers  who  maintain  that  man  in  his  first 
intellection  must  necessarily  perceive  all  that  he  afterwards 
discovers  by  reflection.  These  thinkers  do  not  properly 
distinguish  between  ideal  being  and  real  being,  but  con- 
found them  together,  and  would  have  us  believe  that  the 
WHOLE  OF  THE  REAL  also  comes  within  the  first,  natural 
intellection,  consequently  within  every  perception ;  whereas 
the  truth  is  that  all  that  comes  within  it  is  the  whole  of  ike 
i'dcaly  with  which  reflection  afterwards  compares  the  limited 
and  partial  real,  and  finds  what  the  latter  is  deficient  in.* 
Let  us  now,  therefore,  explain  the  law  of  reflection, 

•  Philosophical  System ^  nos.  75-81. 
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ARTICLE  V. 
Law  of  Reflection. 
1312.   Reflection  is  that  faculty  which  turns  upon  percep- 
tion or  upon  the  objects  thereof,  and  either  abstracts  or 
integrates. 


Abstracting  Reflection. 

1313.  In  regard  to  the  abstracting  reflection  we  must 
distinguish  three  accidents : 

i,°  There  is  a  flctitious  abstraction,  which,  speaking 
properly,  is  only  an  imperfect  perception  and  has  its 
foundation  in  the  imperfection  of  the  sense.  It  was  this 
that  misled  the  Aristotelians  into  attributing  the  universal 
to  the  sense  as  its  accident. 

2.°  There  is  an  abstraction  which  merely  divides  the 
ideal  from  the  real  part  of  the  object  of  perception.  This  is 
called  universalisation,  and  sometimes  takes  place  naturally 
without  any  positive  act  on  our  part ;  that  is,  simply 
because  the  act  of  affirmation  ceases  in  us,  and  the  memory 
of  it  is  lost." 

3.°  Finally,  there  is  an  abstraction  which  is  performed 
on  the  idea  of  the  thing,  and,  but  only  indirectly,  on 
the  real  thing,  that  is,  in  so  far  as  it  corresponds  to  the 
idea  (realised  form).  By  this  abstraction  the  attention  is 
limited  to  a  part  of  the  being  conceived  and  perceived,  with- 
out, how^ever,  blotting  the  others  out  of  the  mind,  or  doing 
anything  more  than  not  attending  to  them. 

1314.  Let  us  speak  of  the  first  of  these  accidents.  The 
Aristotelians  had  observed  that  the  notions  of  children  and 
of  illiterate  persons  are  of  a  very  general  kind.  They  had 
likewise  observed  that  an  object  presented  to  the  organ  of 
sense   from    a  long  way  off,  hides  some  of  its  distinctive 

•  Nev  Essay,  &c.,  vol.  ii,  uos.  4g0'494,  519. 
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features.  For  example,  a  man  standing  motionless  in  the 
far  distance  is  not  distingxiishable  from  a  pillar,  because 
the  senses  do  not  apprehend  the  minor  points  that  differ- 
entiate the  man.  From  this  they  concluded  that  the  sense 
presented  first  the  common  qualities  of  things,  and  then  the 
proper  ones,  and  that  the  intellect,  following  the  sense,  first 
conceived  the  universal  and  then  the  particular.  This  was 
a  sensistic  illusion,  but  it  was,  at  least,  a  much  more  subtle 
illusion  than  so  many  others  into  which  the  modems  ha\'e 
fallen,  an  illusion  which  shows  the  character  of  the 
Aristotelian  mind.  It  seems  to  me  worth  while  to  explain 
this  illusion  in  the  words  of  an  Italian  philosopher,  a  pro- 
fessor in  the  University  of  Padua  in  the  sixteenth  century. 
Professor  Zimara,  discussing  the  question,  **What  is  the 
primo  cognifum  ? "  says  :  *^  If  we  wish  to  see  w^hat  is  the 
pnmo  cognifum  in  confused  knowledge,  we  must  have  re- 
course to  the  sense.  I  say  so  because  the  principal  founda- 
tion upon  which  Averroes  bases  his  philosophy*  is,  it 
seems  to  me,  that  the  reason  why  the  things  known  to  us 
which  pave  the  way  to  scientific  knowledge  are  more  con- 
fused— and  why  universals  are  more  known  than  the 
species  of  which  they  are  composed,  and  why  the  names 
of  the  species  are  more  known  than  their  parts  which 
define  them  to  the  intellect — is,  that  the  singular,  which 
is  a  kind  of  whole,  is  known  by  the  sense  before  its 
parts.  Keeping,  then,  this  fundamental  principle  in 
view,  we  shall  see  that  there  arises  from  it  this  truth, 
that  the  accidents  which  are  more  universal,  both  as  to 
time  and  place,  are  more  known  to  the  sense  than  the 
accidents  which  are  less  universal.  And  with  regard  to 
place,  as  Themistius  saysf  of  an  animal  approaching  us 
from  a  distance,  we  see  the  whole  body  sooner  than  we  do 
the  head,  or  the  foot,  or  any  other  part.  In  the  same  way, 
it  manifests  itself  as  an  animal  sooner  than  as  a  man. 
Hence,  in  these  things,  the  universal  and  the  common  are 
more  manifest  to  us  than  the  special  and  the  particular. 
ITie  same  thing  happens  in  regard  to  time;    for,  as  the 

*  l^rolog.  in  Physica,  n.  4  &  S.  t  In  Physical  I,  text,  comm.  4. 
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philosopher  says  in  the  text,  children  call  all  men  father, 
and  all  women  mother."  * 

The  sensistic  illusion  referred  to  in  this  passage  is  due 
to  this,  that  the  sensists  never  speak  of  things  purely  and 
simply  felt,  but  always  of  things  known  as  well  as  felt ;  and 
so  in  what  falls  under  the  sense  they  find  both  the  common 
and  the  proper,  and  do  not  hesitate  to  say  that  sensible 
beings  have  accidents  more  or  less  universal  and  common. 
If,  however,  we  wish  to  avoid  error,  we  must  take  the  felt 
and  strip  it  of  all  that  has  been  added  to  it  by  the  acts  of 
knowing  and  perceiving.  We  shall  then  find  that  there  no 
longer  remains  ai;iything  universal  or  common,  since  these 
words  express  solely  the  relation  which  the  felt  has  with 
ideas.  The  particular  will  be  all  that  remains  to  us. 
Hence,  for  the  sense,  the  whole  is  as  much  a  particular  as 
the  part,  an  animal  as  much  so  as  a  man ;  whether  the  object, 
being  placed  afar  off,  is  seen  only  as  a  mass,  and  without 
distinction  of  parts,  or,  being  close  at  hand,  is  seen  with  its 
parts  clearly  distinguished,  the  eye  never  has  but  a  par- 
ticular sensation.  The  sensation  will,  indeed,  be  different 
in  the  two  cases,  yet  it  will  always  be  a  sensation  and 
nothing  more.  It  is  the  Rcasofi  that  confronts  the  two  felts 
after  it  has  apprehended  them,  brought  them  within  its 
cognisance,  and  seen  them  contained  and  measured  in  the 
idea.  In  these  felts,  now  become  its  objects,  the  reason 
can  certainly  find  the  part  which  is  common  and  that  which 
is  proper,  and  see  that  the  common  corresponds  to  the  first 
sensation,  and  to  the  second  the  proper  as  well.  Now 
that  this  is  the  way  in  which  the  thing  takes  place,  may 
be  shown  by  several  arguments  besides  the  principal  one, 
which  consists  in  observing  and  contemplating  the  thing  in 
itself.  We  shall  here  give  a  few  in  addition  to  those  which 
we  have  adduced  elsewhere.t 

A  rgiimcnt  /.  In  a  near  object  the  sense  does  not  perceive 
first  the  whole  and  then  the  parts.     It  perceives  the  whole 

♦  M.  A.  Zimara?,  Quastio  de  primo  f   Restoration^    &c.,    Bk.    11,    chap. 

cognito  in  Oymnasio  Patax'ino  puhlicc      xxxi,  xxxiii. 
examinata. 
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and  its  parts  simultaneously ;  for  in  the  vision  and  image, 
for  example,  of  a  man,  all  the  parts  of  the  human  form  are 
contained.  And  yet  the  rational  principle  directs  its  atten- 
tion to  the  whole  before  directing  it  to  the  parts,  and 
requires  special  acts  of  attention  distinctly  to  perceive  the 
parts  of  which  the  whole  is  composed.  It  is,  therefore,  a 
property  of  the  rational  attention  first  to  embrace  the 
whole,  and  then  the  parts.  Thus  children,  who  call  all 
men  father,  and  all  women  mother,  perceive  perfectly  well, 
through  the  sense,  the  distinct  images  of  the  men  and 
women  who  come  before  them  ;  they  do  so  even  better  than 
grown-up  persons,  on  account  of  the  superior  delicacy  of 
their  senses ;  nevertheless,  their  rational  attention  at  fir^ 
seizes  only  what  is  common  to  all  men  and  women,  and 
overlooks  the  remainder,  although  they  have  with  their 
senses  perceived  it  equally  well.  In  this  way  it  happens 
that  they  seem  not  to  have  seen  it,  whereas  the  fact  merely 
is  that  they  have  not  considered  it  with  their  minds. 

Argumait  II.  The  child  fixes  its  attention  upon  the 
most  common  sensible  qualities,  though  even  apart  from 
the  others,  by  the  aid  of  words,  which  are  the  instrument 
of  reason  and  not  of  sense.  Without  this  instrument  rf 
thought,  which  enables  it  to  distinguish  the  common 
element  separately  from  the  rest,  it  never  could  make  such 
an  abstraction.  That  the  thing  is  really  so  may  be  seen 
from  the  fact  noticed  by  the  Aristotelians  themselves,  that 
whenever  in  sensible  things  there  happen  to  be  any  common 
and  universal  characteristics  not  designated  by  a  special 
name,  the  child  gives  no  heed  to  them,  and  these  unnamed 
universals  are  not  known  to  it  any  more  or  any  sooner  than 
the  particulars  presented  by  those  things.  From  thb 
excellent  observation,  however,  which  is  entirely  in  our 
favour,  those  philosophers  did  not  derive  the  light  which  it 
could  have  given  them.  "  According  to  the  philosopher"* 
(says  the  Paduan  professor  above  cited),  **  there  are  certain 
intermediate  genera  that  have  no  name.  There  is,  for 
example,  an  unnamed  genus  proximate  to  the  horse  and  the 

♦  Metaph,^  vii. 
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ass.  Now  it  is  unquestionable,  that  the  accidents  which 
follow  from  the  specific  nature  of  these  animals  are  better 
known  than  the  accidents  which  follow  from  such  unnamed 
gfenus."  *  The  reason  of  this,  say  the  Aristotelians,  is  that 
these  genera  make  less  impression  on  the  senses ;  but  they 
give  no  proof  of  their  assertion,  which,  indeed,  in  many 
cases,  is  incorrect ;  whereas  it  is  plain  that  these  genera 
have  remained  unnamed  because  they  were  not  needed  for 
the  requirements  of  human  life,  and  so,  having  no  words 
to  indicate  them,  they  are  with  diflSculty  seized  by  the 
mind. 

Argument  III.  It  is  not  true  that  the  child  performs  that 
abstraction  which  the  Aristotelians  and  all  the  Sensists 
suppose.     Abstraction  does  not  come  till  the  child,  having 
passed  through  its  first  intellectual  operations,  begins  to 
reflect.    To  abstract  is  to  separate  the  common,  which  is 
called  abstract^  from  the  proper.     So  far  is  the  child  from 
separating  and  abstracting  by  its  first  intellectual  act,  that 
it  unites  and  synthesises,  that  is,  unites  the  most  universal 
of  all  universals,  the  idea  of  being,  to  the  concrete  which 
falls  under  its  senses.     In  fact,  such  words  as  fatherhood, 
motherhood,  mankind,  which  express  so  many  abstractSy  are 
for  a  very  long  time  unintelligible  to  the  child.    Again, 
the  "words  father  and  mother  do  not  signify  to  it  the  common 
or  abstract,  but  primarily  the  real  individuals  it  has  per- 
ceived, and  heard  called  by  these  names.     It  would  be  an 
error  to  think  that  these  terms  mean  to  the  child  what  they 
mean  to  us  adults.     Now  in  order  to  perceive  these  in- 
dividuals, the  child  must  unite  to  them  the  universal  which 
it  sees  by  nature;  hence  the  objects  signified  by  these 
words,    although    particular,    are    associated    with    the 
universal,  in  which  its  mind  sees  them.    When  afterwards 
other  men  or  women  fall  under  the  senses  of  the  child,  its 
mind  does  not  stop  to  note  the  differences  which  exist  in 
its  sensation ;  but  either  takes  these  men  or  women  for  the 
same  that  it  has  perceived  before,  and,  therefore,  gives 
them  the  same  names  as  being  the  easiest  for  it  to  repeat ; 

♦  Quastio  de  Prima  Cognito,  &c. 
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or  it  gives  them  those  names,  because  it  has  attached  to 
them  the  thought  of  certain  more  apparent  qualities  which 
have  arrested  its  attention  in  the  first  men  and  women 
known   to  it.     Let  us   suppose,   for  example,   that  what 
arrested  its  attention  in  the  first  men  it  saw  were  their 
beards,  and  in  the  first  women  their  caps  ;  when  it  again 
sees  a  man,  it  calls  him  father,  meaning  what  we  would 
express  as  "  the  being  that  wears  the  beard,"  and  when  it 
sees  a  woman,  it  calls  her  mother,  meaning  what  we  would 
express  as  "  the  being  that  has  the  cap : "  and  the  same 
holds  good,  if  we  suppose  that  what  rivets  to  it  the  child's 
attention,  is,  instead  of  a  special  mark  like  the  one  now 
stated,  the  general  and  total  conformation  of  the  body  of 
man  or  woman.     In  this  supposition,  when  it  says  father^ 
it  will  mean  "the  being  which  has  that  total,  male  configura- 
tion," omitting  the  minor  differences ;  and  when  it  says 
mothcTy   it  will   mean  "  the  being  which   has  that  total, 
female  configuration,"  making  similar  omissions.    It  does 
not  yet  know  the  true  meaning  oi father  and  tnotlur.    Here 
there    is   only    an    apparent    abstraction ;    but    there  is 
synthesis,  because,   i.°,  there  is  the  union  of  ideal  beii^ 
with  that  sensible  configxiration,  or  with  that  sensible  mark 
which  happens  to  be  singularly  attractive  ;  and,  2.°,  there 
is  the  determination  of  an  individual,  a  being,  by  means  of 
that  configuration  or  that  mark  which  serves  to  distinguish 
it  from  others.     But  it  will  be  said :  Is  not  this  sensible 
configuration   or  mark   common  ?    No,  we   reply,   to  the 
child,  at  first,  it  is  not  common ;  it  is  only  a  felt  particular, 
which  it  takes  as  a  sign  and  connotation  of  the  being,  and 
which,  therefore,  does  not  form  the  universal,   but  only 
restricts  it  to  the  attention  and  determines  it.     Now  by  the 
same  mark  many  individuals  are  successively  distinguished 
through  particular  perceptive  acts  ;  but  it  is  only  later,  and 
through  reflection,  that  the  mind,  prompted  thereto  by  some 
need,  notices  also  the  more  special  differences,  and  this 
leads  it  to  discover  that  the  mark  which  at  first  served  as  a 
means  to  restrict  and  particularise  the  universal  and  to 
name  individuals,  is  itself,  when  considered  in  relation  to 
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those  differences,  common  and  universal.  Moreover,  these 
differences,  when  once  perceived  by  the  mind,  serve  it  for 
the  purpose  of  restricting  and  particularising  anew  all  the 
beings  possessed  of  the  said  marky  which  is  thus  recog- 
nised as  common  to  many  individuals. 

We  must,  therefore,  designate  as  false  or  purely  apparent 
that  primitive  abstraction  which  Sensists  attribute  to  the 
sense,  as  if  the  sense  perceived  the  common,  and  handed  it 
over,  cut  and  dry,  to  the  reason. 

13 15.  Let  us  now  come  to  the  second  accident  of  abstrac- 
tion, which  is  universalisation. 

That  kind  of  abstraction  which  is  properly  called 
universalisatioriy  does  nothing  more  than  decompose  the 
intellective  perception  by  putting  ideal  being  on  the  one 
side,. and  the  felt  or  real  on  the  other. 

13 16.  Here  we  are  met  by  this  difficulty  :  "If  the  real 
is  considered  in  its  fulness,  ix.y  as  the  infinite  real,  it  is,  in 
itself,  altogether  indivisible  from  the  ideal,  because  the 
two  are  but  one  and  the  same  being.  If  on  the  other  hand 
we  speak  of  the  finite  and  contingent  real,  the  real  divided 
from  the  ideal  is  not  a  complete  being,  and,  therefore,  is 
not  thinkable.     How  then  can  abstraction  divide  them  ? " 

We  reply  that,  since  the  infinite  real  is  not  given  to 
man's  perception,  when  he  abstracts  the  ideal,  and  by 
means  of  a  judgment  separates  it  from  the  infinite  real,  he 
thinks  he  does  that  which  he  does  not,  he  thinks  he  is 
separating  what  he  does  not  separate ;  because  in  this  case 
the  object  of  his  abstracting  reflection  is  not  the  true  infinite 
real  itself,  but  only  a  negative  and  analogic  concept  which 
in  the  human  mind  takes  the  place  of  the  infinite  real.  On 
the  contrary,  the  blessed  in  heaven  who  see  the  infinite  real 
**  face  to  face "  would  never  think  of  separating,  by  an 
abstracting  judgment,  the  ideal  from  the  real,  just  as  we  on 
earth  would  never  attempt  an  absurdity  if  we  saw  that  it 
was  an  absurdity. 

This  directly  refiites  the  doctrine  of  the  psetcdo-mysticSy 

who  pretend  that  the  object  of  man's  natural  intuition  is 

Grod  Himself,  the  infinite  reality  subsistent,  and  that,  sub- 

X  2 
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sequently,  by  means  of  abstraction,  man  from  that  infinite 
reality  obtains  ideal  being.  This  system,  besides  being  in 
contradiction  with  the  general  sense  of  mankind,  involves 
many  absurdities  and  many  consequences  subversive  of 
Christianity.  But  not  to  go  beyond  the  direct  refutation  of 
the  pseudo-mystic  sect,  we  must,  in  the  first  place,  consider 
the  fact  that  man,  whether  through  abstraction,  or  in  some 
other  way,  does  really  apprehend  the  ideal  without  the  real. 
This  fact  is  not  denied  even  by  our  adversaries.  Now,  if 
man  actually  saw  the  absolute  and  infinite  real,  that  is 
God,  he  would  necessarily  see  two  things  at  once:  i.* 
That  the  ideal  is  contained  in  the  real ;  and  2.°  That  to 
consider  it,  by  means  of  a  judgment,  as  separate  from  the 
real,  is  an  absurdity.  But  it  is  plain  that  man,  as  now 
constituted,  sees  no  such  absurdity,  and  hence  thinks  of 
the  ideal  without  thinking  of  the  real,  and  finds  nothing 
wrong  in  so  doing.  This  proves  that  he  does  not  by  nature 
apprehend  the  absolute  real,  as  the  pseudo-mystics  assert 
It  is  true  that  the  ideal  is  conceivable  by  itself,  because  it 
includes  the  whole  of  being,  though  only  under  one  form ; 
but  the  reason  why  the  ideal  is  intuited  is  different  from 
the  reason  why  it  is  thought  and  judged  as  alone  and 
detached  from  the  real  without  any  absurdity  being  found 
in  this.  The  reason  why  the  ideal  is  conceived,  is  that  it 
has  everything  necessary  in  order  to  be  conceivable;  the 
reason  why  it  can  be  thought  and  judged  alone,  without 
manifesting  the  absurdity  there  is  in  admitting  it  as  existent 
in  this  solitary  state  is,  that  man  does  not  apprehend  the 
infinite  real,  nor,  consequently,  its  necessary  nexus  of 
identity  with  the  ideal,  and  so  the  absurdity  remains  con- 
cealed. 

13 1 7.  As  to  the  finite  real,  I  mean  to  the  universalisaim 
performed  on  any  finite  object  of  perception,  we  must 
observe  that  when  that  object  comes  to  be  divided  into  its 
two  elements,  the  ideal  and  the  finite  real,  the  first  alone  is 
conceivable,  because  it  is  being,  whereas  the  second 
remains  unconceived,  a  mere  felt.  By  this  division  the  real 
object  is  undone,  all  that  remains  is  the  real  devoid  of  the 
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condition  of  object ;  and  it  would  be  a  delusion  to  think 
that  the  real  is  conceived  by  itself  alone,  apart  from  the 
idea.  Indeed  if  we  strive  to  conceive  it  by  itself  alone,  we, 
by  the  very  fact  of  conceiving  it,  mix  and  connect  it  with 
the  idea  which  completes  it  as  a  being,  and  hence  it  is  not 
true  that  we  conceive  it  by  its  pure  self. 

13 18.  But  it  will  be  asked:  How  is  it,  then,  that  we 
speak  of  it  ?  and  speak  of  it  both  as  united  and  as  separate  ? 
— I  reply:  We  speak  of  it  as  united  to  the  idea,  and  we  also 
see  it  as  separable  therefrom,  that  is,  annihilating  itself  as  an 
object  of  cognition,  because  we  understand  that  it  is  not  the 
idea,  and  this  negative  knowledge  suffices  to  enable  us  to 
speak  of  it,  without  our  being  on  that  account  obliged  to 
conceive  it  as  an  actually  separate  object  of  cognition.  We 
can  also  understand  that,  when  separate,  it  is  not  a  com- 
plete being,  and  this  likewise  is  a  negative  knowledge,  for 
the  acquisition  of  which  no  perception  and  positive  con-- 
ceptjon  is  required.  This  negative  knowledge  we  obtain  in 
both  cases  by  contemplating  the  real  in,  and  comparing  it 
with  the  idea,  because  the  separability  of  what  we  think 
united  is  thinkable,  just  as  the  annihilation  of  an  object 
thought  is  thinkable. 

13 19.  Lastly,  we  come  to  the  third  accident  of  abstrac- 
tion— abstraction  properly  so  called. 

This  accident  of  the  abstracting  reflection,  which  alone 
properly  deserves  to  be  called  abstraction,  takes  place  when 
we,  reflecting  upon  any  concept,  separate  in  it  several 
elements  or  relations  ;  for  example,  when  in  the  concept  of 
a  finite  being  we  abstract  the  substance  from  the  accident, 
or  the  accident  from  the  substance,  and  so  on.  The  pro- 
ducts of  this  abstraction — say  the  accident  or  the  substance 
taken  separately  from  each  other — are  not  beings,  and,  there- 
fore, cannot  be  objects  of  thought,  but  are  only  parts  of 
beings,  or  imperfect  beings  (entities).  How  then  are  they 
thought  ?  Not  with  a  complex  thought,  but  with  a  partial 
one,  with  that  mode  of  abstraction  which  is  performed  upon 
a  concept.  Such  parts  or  elements  are  not  entirely  divided 
from  the  concept,  but  are  contemplated  in  the  concept  it- 
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self,  by  restricting  a  special  attention  to  each  of  them. 
But  the  entire  concept  reflected  upon  remains  in  the  spirit, 
and  its  unity  and  simplicity  are  what  render  possible  the 
consideration  of  its  parts.  Indeed,  if  the  entire  concept 
were  removed  from  before  the  spirit,  its  parts  would  like- 
wise disappear,  and  therefore  the  spirit  would  no  longer  be 
able  to  fix  its  attention  upon  any  of  them.  Consequently, 
the  act  of  this  kind  of  abstraction  cannot  exist  alone  in  the 
spirit.  To  say  it  once  more,  it  is  not  an  entire  and  complete 
thought,  but  only  part  of  a  thought,  which  must  be  con- 
sidered in  its  entirety.  The  being  is  the  object  of  the 
complex  thought,  not  of  a  part  of  thought,  or  of  a  special 
act  of  attention  which,  not  standing  by  itself,  and  not  being 
therefore,  by  itself  alone,  a  thought,  is  necessarily  connected 
with  another  act. 

1320.  It  is  true  that  man,  when  he  has  directed  his 
attention  to  some  elementary  part  of  the  being  which  he 
sees  in  the  idea,  and  has  marked  it  by  a  word,  often 
changes  it  for  himself  into  a  true  being;  but  this  also  is  an 
illusion,  an  error  into  which  he  falls,  because  to  an  element 
which  is  not  a  being,  he  arbitrarily  and  inadvertently  adds 
in  thought  what  it  lacks.  So  did  Hume,  when  he  maintained 
that  the  universe  might  be  made  up  of  accidents  only,  and 
was  in  so  doing  compelled  to  transmute,  without  his  will  or 
knowledge,  accidents  into  substances.* 

This  illusion  is  of  very  frequent  occurrence,  and  causes 
men  to  turn  mere  abstractions  into  full  beings,  to  personifr 
them,  &c. 

As  a  consequence  of  this  error,  many  persons,  when 
applying  such  abstractions  to  real  beings,  fall  into  another 
error,  by  imagining  that  what  is  divided  in  the  abstraction, 
is  divided  and  separated  in  the  real  beings  also. 

132 1.  We  have  elsewhere  shown  that  this  mode  of 
abstraction  has  its  special  laws,  derived  from  the  idea  of 
being;  whence  it  follows  that  this  idea  necessarily  precedes 
all  abstractions,  since  it  directs  them,t  and,  therefore,  cannot 
be  formed  by  abstraction.    This  is  a  new  argument  destruc- 

*  New  Essay f  vol.  ii,  no.  609.  t  Neu*  Essay^  vol.  iii,  no.  1454. 
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tive  of  sensisniy  as  well  as  of  its  kindred  system — pseudo- 
fnysticism.  Sensists  allow  themselves  to  believe  that  the 
idea  of  being  may  be  drawn  by  abstraction  from  felt  reals ; 
the  pseudo-mystics,  even  more  absurdly,  pretend  that  it  is 
drawn  from  the  absolute  real  being,  naturally  intuited  (so 
they  say)  by  the  human  spirit.  These  latter  do  not  reflect 
that  the  abstraction  in  question  is  performed  only  on  ideas, 
and  that,  therefore,  ideas  must,  in  the  logical  order,  precede 
it.  Moreover,  they  do  not  consider  that  the  idea  of  being 
is  what  guides  abstraction  in  its  operations,  and  that,  but 
for  this  guidance,  it  would  operate  in  a  hap-hazard  way, 
which  is  a  thing  contradicted  by  fact.  In  case,  however, 
they  should  appeal  to  the  second  mode  of  abstraction,  the 
reader  will  remember  that  we  have  already  excluded  it. 


SECTION  II. 
Integrating    Reflection. 

1322.  Be  it  remembered,  then, 

i.°  That  the  understanding  perceives  finite  realities, 
which  are  not  by  themselves  complete  beings,  in  ideal 
being,  whence  they  have  their  completion  ; 

2.°  That  it,  nevertheless,  does  not  actually  apprehend 
their  essential  or  necessary  relations  to  complete  real  being; 
but,  without  denying  them,  leaves  them  aside  as  an 
appendix  to  be  developed  later  on. 

This  development  is  precisely  the  work  of  a  reflection 
which  supervenes.  Reflection  turns  upon  the  perceived 
real  and  confronts  it  with  ideal  being,  which  is  the  type  of 
every  reality,  and  in  this  way  it  discovers  what  is  wanting 
to  the  real  known  by  perception  ;  for  example,  it  discovers 
that  it  is  contingent,  that  it  has  a  relation  to  the  necessary, 
that  it  is  limited,  and  that  it  could  not  exist  unless  there 
were  an  unlimited,  &c.,  &c.* 

1323.  Just,  then,  as  the  abstracting  reflection  confronts 
the  ideas  of  the  various  beings  with  each  other,  in  order  to 

*  Philosophical  System^  nos.  82-104. 
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ascertain  which  among  them  is  the  most  common,  and 
applies  the  results  of  this  comparison  to  the  beings  them- 
selves ;  so  the  integrating  reflection  confronts  the  ideas  of 
these  beings  with  the  idea  of  universal  being,  and  finds  oat 
their  ontological  relations,  that  is,  the  relations  which  finite 
beings  have  with  the  essence  of  being  itself. 

1324.  In  the  system  of  the  pseudo-mystics,  this  integra- 
ting operation  of  reflection  is  abolished.  They  contend 
that  reflection  never  discovers  anjrthing  new,  because  the 
fulness  of  real  being  is  presented  to  man  in  his  natural 
intuition,  and  so  the  only  reflection  which  they  can,  on 
their  principle,  acknowledge,  is  the  abstracting  one.  But 
this  goes  against  the  general  sense  of  mankind  no  less  than 
against  the  individual  consciousness ;  for  everybody  knows 
quite  well  that  by  reflection  new  truths  are  discovered,  and 
that  it  is  thus  that  the  sciences  grow.  In  order,  however, 
that  these  discoveries  may  be  made,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  truths  in  question  should  be  already  contained  in  the 
object  of  man's  original  intuition :  it  suffices  that  this  object 
consists  in  ideal  being.  The  reason  is,  that  as  ideal  being 
contains,  in  its  own  way,  the  whole  of  being,  it  can  ser\'e  as 
a  universal  rule  for  judging  of  the  real,  for  knowing  its 
order  and  relations,  and  for  discovering  what  it  wants  in 
order  to  its  completion ;  and  these  are  exactly  the  judg- 
ments from  which  spring  our  acquired  cognitions  and  the 
sciences  generally. 

1325.  This  arbitrary  and  extravagant  system,  which,  I 
believe,  will  always  be  rejected  by  the  good  sense  of  my 
countrymen,  rests  on  two  suppositions,  both  equally 
erroneous  :  i .°  That  being  under  its  ideal  form  alone  can- 
not be  the  object  of  the  mind  ;  which  is  evidently  opposed 
to  fact,  since  the  mind  that  thinks  of  a  possible  being  is 
under  no  necessity  whatever  of  thinking  of  its  reality  also ; 
2.°  That  unless  the  mind  apprehended  the  absolute  real, 
reflection  could  never  find  the  scientific  truths  relating  to 
determinate  and  real  beings ;  which  is  likewise  false, 
because,  as  we  have  proved,  in  ideal  being  the  mind  has 
already  the  supreme  rule  for  all  judgments  about  felt  reals, 
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inasmuch  as  the  reals  are  contained  in  it  virtually  (and 
therefore  in  the  ideal  mode).  These  thinkers,  more- 
over, do  not  understand  that  the  real  lies  in  feeling,  and 
that  man  does  not  intellectually  perceive  it  except  by- 
referring  it  to  the  idea.  Then,  again,  they  parade  in 
support  of  their  view  certain  theological  reasonings  which 
show  clearly  that  they  are  as  short-sighted  in  theology  as 
in  philosophy.* 

*  The  arguments  by  which  a  recent  replies,  were  reduced  to  syllogisms,  and 

Italian  writer  sought  to  impugn  our  those  who  feel  interested  in  this  matter 

theoxy  were  published  together  with  might  perhaps  read  them  with  advan- 

our  replies  in  the  ImparziaU  of  Faenza,  tage  to  themselves. 
15th  July,  1845.    Both,  arguments  and 
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CHAPTER   III. 

CONTINUATION. — DERIVATION  OF  THE  SPECIAL  ONTO- 
LOGICAL  LAWS  IMPOSED  ON  HUMAN  THOUGHT. 

1326.  Having  thus  explained  the  universal  and  supreme 
law  of  human  thought,  which  says:  "Being  is  the  essential 
term  of  thought,"  and  having  applied  it  to  the  different 
modes  of  intellection,  we  must  now  derive  from  it  the 
special  laws.  This  can  be  easily  done  by  examining  what 
are  the  special  properties  of  being ;  for  each  of  these  pro- 
perties impresses  a  special  character  upon  human  cogni- 
tion, and  thus  aids  us  in  no  small  degree  to  understand  its 
inner  nature,  so  far  as  is  requisite  for  our  purpose. 

1327.  Now  the  chief  properties  of  being  (and  we  restrict 
ourselves  to  these  only)  are,  that  it  is,  i,°  object;  2/ 
possible ;  3,°  primal  act ;  4,"^  one  ;  5,°  enduring  ;  6,°  either 
finite  or  infinite.  From  each  of  these  properties  there 
springs  a  law  determining  the  nature  of  the  cogitative  act 
Let  us  begin  by  considering  the  first,  which  is  thus  enun- 
ciated :  "  The  term  of  thought  consists  in  an  object." 
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CONTINUATION. — SPECIAL    LAWS. — ^FIRST    LAW: 
OBJECTIVITY  OF  THOUGHT. 

1328.  It  is  generally  supposed  that  all  the  powers  of  the 
soul  have  an  object.  The  truth,  however,  is,  that  they  all 
have  a  terniy  while  to  have  an  object  belongs  to  the  under- 
standing alone. 

But  man  understands  everything,  and  speaks  only  of 
that  which  he  understands.  Hence  he  changes  the  terms 
of  his  powers  into  so  many  objects  by  merely  thinking,  or, 
which  is  the  same  thing,  intellectually  perceiving  them. 
The  terms,  therefore,  of  the  non-intellective  powers  are 
objects,  not  in  themselves,  but  only  in  so  far  as  they  come 
into  relation  with  thought.     Let  us  see  what  object  means. 

1329.  The  term  of  a  power  is  object,  when  its  nature  is 
such  that  it  receives  no  modification,  either  active  or 
passive,  from  the  power  whose  term  it  is.  This  term  is 
indeed  contained  in  the  act  which  constitutes  the  power, 
but  it  is  contained  in  such  a  manner  that  the  power, 
although  itself  enriched  by  and  deriving  benefit  from  it, 
does  not,  as  I  have  said,  modify  it  in  any  way  whatever.* 


•  The  fact  of  the  Ancients,  not  having 
suiSciently  grasped  the  distinction  be- 
tween simple  recepthity  and  passivity^ 
prevented  them  from  seeing  the  way  in 
which  ideal  being  is  united  to  the  soul. 
Hence  it  appears  that  even  Plato  never 
folly  understood  the  nature  of  the  rela- 
tion, purely  objective,  that  exists  be- 
tween our  soul  and  being ;  for,  in  the 
dialogue  entitled  The  Sophist,  he  intro- 
duces the  stranger  from  Elca,  who 
represented  the  Eleatic  philosophy,  as 
speaking  thus :  "  Of  course,  if  to  know 
is  to  act,  it  must  follow  of  necessity' 


that  what  is  known  suffers  ;  and  hence 
an  essence  {ovtIo)  must,  when  it  is 
known,  suffer  by  the  cognition,  and  it 
must  suffer  exactly  in  so  far  as  it  is 
known,  and  in  so  far  as  it  suffers  it 
must  move;  which  cannot  be  said  of 
what  is  stable."  —  "  True,*'  replies 
Theaetetus.  And  on  this  principle 
Plato  undertakes  to  refute  the  School 
of  Elea,  which  admitted  only  immovable 
being.  We  have  shown  elsewhere  that 
the  mind  neither  acts  upon  its  objects, 
nor  modifies  them.  (See  Restoration^ 
&c.,  Bk.  Ill,  chap,  xlvii.) 
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Moreover,  the  power,  in  order  to  have  an  object,  must 
be  such  as  to  possess  the  term  in  question  in  so  far  as 
this  is  in  itself,  and  not  in  so  far  as  it  exercises  an  actum 
in  it. 

1330.  The  object,  therefore,  has  three  conditions:  \?  It 
is  un modifiable  and  yet  united  in  a  way  of  its  own  to  the 
power;  2.°  This  union  or  communication  is  such  as  to 
cause  the  power  to  apprehend,  not  the  ach'on  of  the  object, 
but  the  object  itself,  and  to  make  use  of  it ;  3.°  The  power 
that  apprehends  the  object  does  not  at  the  same  time  appre- 
hend its  own  self  also,  but  the  object  alone,  which,  there- 
fore, always  remains  separate  from  the  power  by  virtue  of 
the  very  act  of  union  and  apprehension.  Indeed,  this  act 
places  the  object  in  opposition  to  the  power ;  whence  its 
name  of  object  (objedum) . 

133 1 .  These  three  most  sublime  conditions  are  not  to  be 
found  in  any  of  the  terms  of  the  human  powers,  excepting 
only  the  term  proper  to  the  understanding,  which  is  being. 
The  terms  of  all  the  other  powers,  i.°  are  passive  to 
them,  and  undergo  modifications;  2.°  they  are  also 
active,  and  produce  modifications  in  the  power,  so  that 
what  the  power  receives  is,  not  the  being  itself,  but  only 
the  action  of  the  being;  3.°  sometimes  the  modifications 
of  the  power,  for  example,  the  sensations,  which  are  terms 
of  feeling,  are  merely  modifications  of  the  fundamental 
sense ;  4.°  these  modifications  unite  with  the  power  so  as 
to  be  confounded  with  it,  to  be,  as  it  were,  a  continuation  or 
actuation,  &c.,  of  it ;  hence  they  do  not,  in  the  act  of  union, 
remain  separate  from,  or  opposed  to  it.  Thus  the  power 
in  apprehending  its  term,  apprehends  at  the  same  time 
itself  as  modified,  and  so  it  does  not  leave  itself  to  attend 
with  its  whole  energy  to  something  different  from  itself. 

1332.  Now,  if  we  consider  carefully,  we  shall  see  that 
objectivity  is  a  condition  so  essential  to  a  being,  that,  in  so 
far  as  the  being  is  not  object,  it  is  not  a  being,  but  will  at 
most  be  a  rudiment  of  the  being,  conceived  by  abstraction, 
and  incapable  of  existing  by  itself  alone.  In  fact,  let  me 
ask  what  does  the  co7icept  of  a  being  contain  ?     The  concept 
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of  a  being  does  not,  certainly,  contain  any  relation  between 
one  thing  and  another,  but  excludes  such  relation  as  a 
superfluity.  It  means  the  thing  in  itself  not  the  thing  as 
acting  in  another.  But  a  thing  is  in  itself  only  on  condition 
that  it  be  in  a  mind.  Thus,  if  we  speak  of  a  body  not  con- 
ceived by  any  mind,  that  body  has  not  the  condition  of  being 
in  itself  something,  because  in  a  mere  body  there  is  no  self 
The  same  must  be  said  of  a  merely  sensitive  being;  for  this 
also  has  no  self  Being  in  itself  therefore,  is  being  conceived 
by  an  intellect  absolutely  and  without  relation  to  anything 
else.  And  when  it  seems  to  us  that  thingSy  although  not 
conceived  by  us,  have  this  absolute  existence,  it  is  only  a 
kind  of  transcendental  illusion.  We  suppose  them  not  to  be 
conceived  in  the  very  act  in  which  we  conceive  them,  and 
speak  of  them ;  hence,  we,  inadvertently,  speak  of  things 
conceived  in  themselves.  Undoubtedly,  these  exist  in  se, 
and  no  further  act,  done  with  advertence,  is  required  from 
us  in  order  that  they  be  conceived  ;  because  the  condition 
of  their  being  in  a  mind  is  sufiiciently  fulfilled  by  their  pre- 
senting themselves  to  our  thought  [in  a  direct  and  there- 
fore unconscious  manner.  Tr.J.  But  it  will  never  be  true 
to  say  that  beings  which  we  neither  conceive  ourselves, 
nor  imagine  to  be  conceiv^ed  by  any  other  mind,  in  short, 
beings  altogether  unknown  by  any  mind,  are  complete 
beings,  are  something  m  se.  Objectivity,  then,  is  a  pro- 
perty or  relation  essential  to  being. 

i333«  It  follows,  that  when  we  call  objectivity  an 
essential  relation  of  being,  we  mean  the  same  as  when  we 
say  that  being  is  essentially  knowable,  or,  in  other  words, 
that  intelligibility  is  a  necessary  property  of  being  ;  so  that 
those  beings  which  are  not  known  through  themselves,  but 
stand  in  need  of  a  means  of  knowing  in  order  to  be  known, 
are  not  in  the  fiill  sense  of  the  word,  beings,  but  require,  in 
order  to  be  such,  to  be  completed  and  perfected  by  union 
with  essential,  self-intelligible  being,  a  union  which  takes 
place,  so  to  speak,  in  the  bridal-chamber  of  the  mind.  In 
fact,  objectivity  occurs  in  beings  only  in  so  far  as  they  are 
present  to  the  mind :  hence,  objectivity  and  intelligibility 
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give  an  identical  concept,  express  the  same  thing  under 
two  aspects.  When  we  say  objecty  we  mean  being  as  undiT' 
stood  in  itself,  and  when  we  say  intelligibility ^  we  mean  the 
property  which  being  has  of  being  understood — separating 
this  property  by  abstraction. 

1334.  Aristotle,  in  several  passages  of  his  writings,  tells 
us  that  being  considered  per  se  is  the  first  thing  understood, 
and  that  without  it,  other  things  could  not  be  understood 
We  shall  refer  only  to  the  fourth  book  of  the  Metaphyiia^  in 
which  he  teaches  that  "Whatever  is  the  relation  of  a  thing 
to  being,  such  is  its  relation  to  truth;"  that  **the  most 
certain  and  most  known  of  all  principles,  that  about  whidi 
there  can  be  no  mistake,  is  the  principle  of  contradiction, 
which  affirms  that  it  is  impossible  for  being  not  to  be,  and 
which,  as  Alexander  de  Hales  observes,*  implies  that  the 
mind  knows  first  what  being  is ;  that  the  truth  of  the  prin- 
ciple of  contradiction  is  not  hypothetical,  but  necessary," 
and  "  he  that  sets  about  learning  a  science  must  know 
this  principle  beforehand  and  not  have  to  look  for  it  while 
he  is  studying  his  lesson,"  and,  finally,  that  it  is  "  the  first 
truth,  without  which  nothing  can  be  known." 

1335.  From  such  statements  as  these  there  arose  a  x'ery 
subtle  controversy  between  the  Aristotelians.  While  unani- 
mous in  holding  that  being  was  the  first  intelligible,  they 
differed  greatly  on  the  question  as  to  whether  this  intelligi- 
bility belonged  to  being  as  being,  or  to  being  only  in  soiar 
as  it  was  in  act,  which  seemed  to  them  a  particular  kind  of 
being.  The  distinguished  Italian  philosopher  whom  we 
have  quoted  above.  Marc  'Antonio  Zimara  (a  name  which, 
but  for  an  ancient  disgrace  and  misfortune  of  Italy,  would 
be  more  known  than  it  is),  thus  sets  forth  this  opinion: 
"  Since  the  intellect,  so  far  as  concerns  us  at  present,  is 
divided  into  two,  the  active  and  the  possible,  the  former 
having  for  its  function  to  become  all  things,  the  latter  to  do 
all  things ;  t  and  since  the  possible  intellect,  called  also  the 
intellect  of  the  soul,  %  has  no  nature  except  that  of  being 

♦  See  Principles  of  Moral  Science^  chap,  i,  art.  iii. 
f  Aristotle,  De  Anima,  iii.  J  Ibid, 
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in  potentiality,  it  follows  that,  as  a  potential  being  is 
drawn  into  act  only  by  some  being  in  act,*  so  what  is 
understood  by  our  intellect  is  understood  in  so  far  as  it 
is  in  act,  and  such .  is  exactly  the  opinion  of  Aristotle, 
as  we  may  gather  from  the  ninth  book  of  the  Meta- 
physics. Know,  therefore,  that  ijitelligibilityy  according  to 
Aristotle  and  Averroes,  is  a  passion  which  originally  and 
essentially  belongs  to  a  being  in  act,  in  so  far  as  it  is  a 
being  in  act,  and  not  a  passion  belonging  primarily  to  a 
being  as  being.  This  I  have  elsewhere  shown  in  the  follow- 
ing manner:  A  passion  which  originally  belongs  to  a  thing, 
belongs  to  it  by  reason  of  that  thing  itself,  so  that  as  soon 
as  the  thing  is  posited,  the  passion  also  is  posited,  and  when 
the  thing  is  removed,  the  passion  also  is  removed.t  But 
this  is  precisely  what  happens  to  actuality  considered  with 
respect  to  intelligibility,  because  when  the  actuality  is 
posited,  intelligibility  is  likewise  posited,  because  there 
cannot  be  a  being  in  act  which  is  not  intelligible.  In  the 
same  way,  if  we  remove  actuality  from  any  thing,  although 
there  remain  some  other  antecedent  quality,  that  thing  is 
no  longer  intelligible,  as,  for  instance,  is  the  case  with  first 
matter  \itpdjr'fi  SXiq]  considered  in  and  by  itself,  for,  though, 
when  so  taken,  it  is  a  being,  nevertheless  it  is  not  intelli- 
gible, as  Aristotle  teaches  in  the  seventh  book  of  the 
Metaphysics y  where  we  are  told  that  matter  by  itself  is  un- 
known, and  yet  matter  is  a  being."  % 

1336.  There  is  an  error  in  these  last  words,  which  affirm 
that  matter  considered  in  and  by  itself  is  a  being.  Neither 
Ajistotle,  nor,  so  far  as  I  know,  any  of  the  Ancients  knew 
the  doctrine  about  imperfect  beingyW  which  belongs  in  great 
part  to  the  ontological  law  of  synthesisniy  a  law  according  to 
which  finite  beings  support  and  uphold  each  other,  so  that, 

*  Metaphvs.y  ix.  compounds  can  be  so  placed.     Forma 

t  Aristotle,  Anal,  Poster,  non  collocantur  in  genere  vel  in  specie^ 

\  M.  A.  Zimane,  Quastio  de  Primo  sed composita  {Si.TnoimSy  Sum.  7'heol., 

Cognito.  Pt.  I,  q.  Ixxvi,  art.  iii,  ad  2m).     And 

U  Nevertheless  some  of  them  had  a  why  this,  except  because  the  forms  of 

glimpse  of  it,  as  we  see  from  the  Aris-  compounds  were  understood  not  to  be 

totelian  principle,  i^X.  forms  cannot  be  complete  beiilgs  ? 

placed  in  any  genus  or  species,  but  only 
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when  separated  and  divided  by  abstraction,  they  are  no 
longer,  properly  speaking,  beings;  and  that  remnant  of 
beingnesjs  which  becomes  the  object  of  abstraction  can,  at 
most,  be  called  an  imperfect  being.  Such  a  being  may  be 
said  to  be  on  the  way  to  be  a  being,  inasmuch  as  it  wUl  be 
completed  and  rendered  really  possible  when  the  other 
being  on  which  it  is  supported  is  added  to  it.  Thus  matt^ 
is  a  being  when  considered  as  the  term  of  the  sentient 
principle  ;  but  when  separated  from  this  it  is  only  a  rudi- 
ment of  being  which,  in  reality,  is  nothing,  because  it 
cannot,  in  this  state,  exist ;  and  even  in  the  mind  it  is  an 
imperfect  beingy  since,  although  the  mind  gives  it  such  com- 
plement as  is  necessary  to  make  it  thinkable,  abstraction 
follows,  stripping  it  of  that  garment  which  does  not  belong- 
to  it,  in  order  to  consider  matter  pure  and  alone,  which  it 
is  not  in  the  complex  thought.  Hence,  when  we  say  heif^^ 
we  already  mean  cLct;  for  there  is  no  being  that  is  a  mere 
potentiality ;  potentiality,  as  we  have  already  seen,  being 
rather  a  negative  thing,  and  therefore  a  non-being  rather 
than  a  being. 
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CHAPTER  V. 


CONTINUATION. — LAW   OF  THE    SYNTHESISM  OF   THOUGHT. 

1337.  Hence  from  the  law  of  objectivity  there  flows  the 

law  of  synthesism  (nos.  34-44).     In  fact,  if  the  object  unites 

itself  to  the  subject  in  such  a  way  that,  instead  of  the  two 

being  confounded,  the  object  is,  by  the  very  act  of  union, 

divided  from  the  subject  and  posited  as  that  which  is  in  sCy 

rousing  in  the  subject  an  act  which  does  not  terminate  in 

it  but  in  the  object,  we  must  needs  conclude  that  they  are 

united   in   a  manner  so    correlative,   that    the    union   is 

essential  to  both,*  constitutes  them  both,  and  yet  in  ways 

so  different  that  the  two  are  not  only  separate  from,  but 

even  opposed  to,  each  other. 

1338.  The  ancients,  not  knowing  this  law,t  fell  into 
inextricable  speculations  and  most  grave  errors.  This 
^vant  of  knowledge  gave  additional  force  to  the  tv  to  ov  xai 
«atv  of  Parmenides,  as  we  may  see  from  a  passage  in  the 
dialogue  which  Plato  named  after  that  great  Italian  thinker. 
In  this  dialogue  we  find  Socrates  urging  several  objections 
against  the  central  doctrine  of  Parmenides,  "That  ^11 
things  are  one  only  being."  Having  granted  that  there  is 
but  one  species  to  many  individuals,  he  nevertheless  main- 


•  The  object  is  necessarily  in  a  mind 
— not  necessarily  in  the  human,  but  in 
the  Eternal  and  Divine  Mind. 

t  Aristotle  observed  that  some  acci- 
dental forms  are  ordered,  the  one  with 
reference  to  the  other,  and,  hence,  he 
distinguished  two  ways  oi  predicating 
per  se  one  thing  of  another ;  the  first, 
when  what  is  predicated  is  comprised 
in  the  essence  of  the  thing  of  which  it 
is  predicated,  as  when  we  say:  "The 
intellective  soul  is  incorruptible ;  "  the 
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other  when,  though  not  comprised  in 
the  said  essence,  it  is  necessarily  boimd 
up  with  it,  as  when  we  say :  "  The  sur- 
face is  coloured."  The  surface  does 
not  consist  in  being  coloiu^d,  but  it  is 
inseparably  bound  up  with  the  colour, 
or,  as  the  Schoolmen  said:  *^ Super- 
ficies prceamhula  est  ad  color  em  y — 
Now,  when  Aristotle  observed  all  this, 
he  observed  a  special  case  of  the  law 
of  synthesism.  (See  St.  Thomas,  S.  i, 
Ixxvii,  a.  iii,  in  corp.) 
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tained  that  these  species  were  distinct  from  the  individuals 
and  from  each  other,  and  therefore  were  being^s  in  them- 
selves. Parmenides  undertakes  to  show  him  the  absurdi- 
ties that  would  follow  from  this  supposition  ('E«ir  m  wt  ith 
ovra  Kaff  lavri  Biopil^'nrat)^  and  says  that  the  most  awkward 
consequence  of  all  would  be  that  one  would  find  it  extremely 
difficult  to  prove  that  species  can  be  known,  and  indi- 
viduals be  made  known  by  means  of  them  (* Axx'  a»idawr  « 

cni  o  iyvcifaa  acvra  dvayKclii^ojv  eTvai),     In   order  tO    prove  this, 

Socrates  is  made  to  concede  that  every  essence  which 
exists  in  itself  [iraaa  Kayaur^nv  ovaiacv)  must  be  elsewhere  than 
in  us  (ev  rifMv) ;  and  from  this  concession  Parmenides  con- 
cludes that,  therefore,  species  are  unknown  to  us,  because^ 
[if  they  do  not  exist  in  us]  we  have  no  participation  in 

them  [OvK  apac  uiro  ye  rtfAoJv  yiyvofmcairai  rwv  eliojv  oi^ev,  hrM 

avTTis  emtjiifAVi?  ov  /xgTfe'p^o/xev).  Now,  had  Socrates  known  the 
law  of  synthesism,  he  would  never  have  admitted  that 
species^  because  they  are  something  in  themselves,  cannot 
be  in  us.  On  the  contrary,  he  would  have  felt  bound  to 
maintain  that  the  intellective  species  (which,  by  the  way, 
must  not  be  confounded  with  tmage\  is  being  itself  undtf 
its  ideal  form,  and  that  this  being,  while  so  much  in  itself 
that  it  cannot  be  otherwise  than  in  itself,  nor  receive  any- 
thing from  us,  can,  at  the  same  time,  be  intuited  by  us  as 
it  is,  and  not  otherwise,  so  that  we  are  participants  of  it, 
and  in  this  sense  it  is  in  us.  The  argument  of  Parmenides 
proves  that  the  species,  if  we  are  to  intuite  it  and  use  it 
for  knowing  other  things,  must  be  united  to  us ;  but  it 
does  not  prove  the  impossibility  of  its  being  intuited  by 
us,  although  remaining  a  being  of  a  nature  and  con- 
dition different  from  our  own.  Such  impossibility  would 
undoubtedly  exist,  if  it  were  true  that  what  is  in  us 
must  be  a  part  or  modification  of  ourselves ;  but  this 
is  far  from  being  the  case.  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that 
the  error  of  Parmenides  arose  from  the  same  arbitrary 
principle  from  which  the  modems  have  derived  their  suh 
jedivism;  but  the  great  thinker  of  Elea,  with  his  keen 
logic,  went  much  beyond  them,  and  from  his  principles 
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-drew  the  conclusion  that  all  things  must  be  one  only  being. 
That  this  argumentation,  which  Plato  puts  into  the  mouth 
of  Parmenides,  really  belongs  to  this  philosopher,  is 
.seen  by  the  following  verses,  which  form  part  of  such  of 
his  writings  as  are  still  extant,  and  in  which,  precisely 
with  the  object  of  giving  an  adequate  explanation  of  the 
fact  of  cognition,  he  says  that  knowing  and  being  are  the 
same  thing  (ro  yip  olvto  voerv  l<rci  tb  xal  sTvouy  V.  40],  and  again, 

Tft/jJrov  i'sarl  vosTv  re  xai  ovvsxiy  sari  vorifJM 
ov  yap  ivsu  rov  Eovros*,  ev  i  irepariafAiwv  lortv 
evpriaets'  ro  vosTv  oviev  yap  ^  eartv  v  earai 
oXXo  vapln  rov  lovros  (v.  94-97). 

These  passages  serve  to  illustrate  the  one  we  have  referred 
to  from  the  Parmenides  of  Plato. 

1339.  Besides  this,  Parmenides  tries  to  prove  to 
Socrates,  by  another  argfument,  that,  if  we  give  to  species 
an  existence  in  themselves  and  distinguish  them  from  each 
other,  things  cannot  be  known  by  means  of  them.  He 
brings  Socrates  to  admit  that  what  exists  in  se  cannot 
be  representative  of  things,  because  existence  in  se  is  not 
relative  to  anything  else,  but  is  an  existence  shut  up  within 
itself.  Hence  he  concludes  that  not  even  God  would  know 
human  things,  or  have  power  to  govern  them,  and  that  even 
the  art  of  argfuing  disputed  points  would  be  done  away 
with,  if  things  had  to  be  known  by  means  of  such  species 
as  have  each  an  essence  proper  to  itself,  and  distinct  from 
the  thing  known  through  it.  Some,  continues  Parmenides, 
seeing  these  consequences,  and  regarding  ideas  as  in- 
capable of  explaining  cognition,  waver  in  their  mind  and 
doubt  whether  ideas  exist  at  all.  This  is  exactly  what  has 
happened  in  modem  times  to  the  Scottish  School,  which 
denied  the  existence  of  ideas.  And  we  ourselves  have 
shown,  perhaps  even  more  effectively  than  was  done  by 
that  School,  the  uselessness  of  ideas  on  the  supposition 
that  they  have  no  other  function  than  to  be  representative, 
and  that  everjrthing  is  known  by  way  of  representation.* 

*  New  Essay,  vol.  i,  nos.  104-108. 
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But  this  supposition  is  erroneous,  for  the  simple  reason  that 
in  the  idea  we  see  not  the  essence  of  the  idea,  but  the  essence 
of  the  being,  and  the  being  is  identical  both  under  the  ideal 
and  the  real  form.  Hence,  according  to  us,  the  idea  is 
simply  being  intuited  by  the  mind*  in  its  own  essence,  which 
is  eternal.  But  this  essence  in  one  case  contains  the 
realisation  of  being,  and  then  it  is  the  infinite  being,  God, 
whom  we  do  not  see ;  in  other  cases  it  does  not  contain  that 
realisation,  and  then  it  is  ideal  beings  to  which  we  refer  the 
realisation  apprehended  by  us  through  feeling.  Hence, 
the  known  real  thing  is  only  realised  ideal  beings  so  that  in 
this  case  the  object  of  knowledge  results  from  the  two 
elements  described  above,  the  ideal  and  the  real,  the  latter 
being  a  complement  of  the  former.  The  ideal,  therefore,  is 
representative,  not  as  one  real  thing,  for  instance,  a  statae, 
represents  another  real  thing,  say  a  man,  but  as  the  essence 
of  a  thing  represents  the  realised  thing.  This  realised 
thing  is  not  disjoined  from  its  essence ;  if  it  were,  it  would 
not  be  a  complete  being.  Essence,  therefore,  is  the  act 
whereby  being  exists  in  the  ideal  world,  and  realisation  is 
only  another  act  of  the  same  being,  an  act  by  which  this 
being  exists  in  feeling,  that  is,  feels  or  causes  to  feel,  and 
which  is  added  to  it,  as  its  complement,  in  the  perceiving 
spirit.  And  here  we  must  always  bear  in  mind  that  exist- 
ence in  the  [intelligent]  spirit  does  not  cancel  existence 
in  sey  but,  on  the  contrary,  constitutes  it. 


♦  It  has  been  objected  that  we  use 
the  word  idea  in  different  significations. 
But  those  who  think  so  have  not  con- 
sidered that  we  define  idea  as  "  being 
intuited  by  the  mind."  Now,  accord- 
ing to  this  definition,  we  distinguish  in 
the  idea  the  act  of  the  mind,  which  is 
called  intuition,  from  the  object  of  this 
act,  which  is  being  {esse,  ens,  essence) 
[Sein,  Seiendes  und  Wesen\  as  one 
chooses  to  name  it  according  to  the 


different  relations  in  which  it  is  looked 
at  [New  Essay,  &c.,  vol.  ii,  646,  &c.). 
When,  therefore,  we  consider  the 
essence  in  itself,  we  call  it  essaui: 
when  we  consider  it  as  object  of  the  in- 
tellect, intuited  essence,  we  call  it  iJa. 
Since,  however,  the  idea  has  mMBjn- 
lations,  it  receives  different  names;  tat 
this  does  not  interfere  with  the  defini- 
tion given  by  us,  i,e.,  "intuited  being," 
or,  abo,  **  being  known  through  itsesl** 


THE  TERM  OF  2 NOUGHT  IS  THE  POSSIBLE.     357 


CHAPTER  VI. 

SECOND    SPECIAL   LAW:    THE   TERM    OF   THOUGHT   IS   THE 

POSSIBLE. 

1340.  Possible^  in  the  logical  sense,  means  "free  from 
contradiction."  Now,  being  does  not  admit  of  any  contra- 
diction. It  is  essentially  in  agreement  with  itself.  From 
this  property  of  being  there  flows  the  principle  of  contra- 
diction, which  says,  that  "Being  and  at  the  same  time 
non-being,  is  not  being." 

Now,  if  being  and  at  the  same  time  non-being,  is  not 
being,  neither  is  it  thinkable,  because  the  object  of  thought 
is  being.  In  this  sense,  logical  possibility  constitutes  the 
thinkableness  of  things. 

1 34 1.  But  if  we  wish  to  discover  whether  a  being,  real 
or  ideal,  can  contain  contradiction,  where  must  we  look  ? — 
To  its  essence.  Now  the  essence  of  a  being  is  seen  in  its 
idea.  If,  then,  the  possibility  of  a  being  is  what  renders  it 
thinkable ;  and  if  possibility  or  immunity  from  contradic- 
tion is  found  in  its  idea,  the  truth  above  demonstrated, 
namely,  that  "nothing  is  thought  without  the  idea,"  is 
corroborated  by  a  new  and  irrefragable  argument.  This, 
however,  does  not  mean  that  every  human  thought  is 
formed  by  means  of  the  idea  aloney  as  some  persons,  judg- 
ing too  hastily,  have  charged  us  with  maintaining.  In 
rational  perception,  therefore,  in  which  we  think  a  real,  it 
is  not  the  reality  alone  that  forms  the  object  of  our  thought, 
but  also  the  ideality:  hence,  every  perception  contains  a 
real  element  and  an  ideal  one.  Sensism,  therefore,  which 
stops  at  the  real,  and  recognises  that  only  as  the  object  of 
thought,  is  an  erroneous  system,  deficient  in  philosophic 


358  PSYCHOLOGY. 

depth,  a  system  which  annihilates  thought  and  renders  it 
impossible  by  the  very  process  by  which  it  seeks  to  estab- 
lish it. 

Moreover,  if  possibility  is  thinkableness,  and  thinkable- 
ness  lies  in  the  idea,  it  follows  that  reals  separated  from 
the  idea,  are  not  thinkable ;  neither  can  the  idea  come  from 
them,  because  they  are  in  our  mind  only  in  virtue  of  the 
idea  itself. 

1342.  Again,  if  the  real  receives  all  its  thinkableness 
from  the  idea  to  which  it  is  united  in  the  mind,  the  real 
alone  divided  from  the  idea,  is  not  an  object  of  the  mind 
Those,  therefore,  who  regard  the  ideal  as  nothing,  and 
maintain  that  the  human  mind  would  not  truly  have  an 
object  if  it  had  not  a  real  for  its  natural  term,  show  that 
they  have  made  very  small  progress  in  philosophical  in- 
vestigations. The  truth  is  just  the  contrary  of  this.  It  is 
only  the  essence  of  being,  ue.^  ideal  being,  that  is  object 
There  is  no  object  outside  of  it  or  without  it.  Real  being, 
in  order  to  be  thought,  must  be  OBJECTIVISED,  that  is,  con- 
templated in  the  idea,  in  the  essence. 

1343.  To  be  object,  to  be  thinkable,  to  be  intelligible 
through  itself,  are  almost  synonymous  expressions.  Hence, 
the  INTELLIGIBLE  through  itself  is  ideal  being  alane^  and  real 
being  is  intelligible  only  by  participation.  This  principle 
has  only  one  exception,  and  even  that  is  not,  properly 
speaking,  an  exception.  Grod,  even  in  His  reality,  is  in- 
telligible through  Himself,  because  His  subsistence  b 
included  in  His  ideal  essence  itself.  Hence  in  Him  sub- 
sistence or  reality  can  never  be  separated  from  ideality. 
It  would,  therefore,  be  a  grave  and  most  pernicious  error  to 
say  that  Grod  is  an  idea,  or  even  THE  IDEA,  a  word  which  in 
ordinary  parlance  does  not  signify  reality,  whereas  Grod  is 
MOST  REAL.  And  why  do  people  use  the  word  idea  in  this 
sense  ?  Why  has  the  word  ideal  been  invented  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  word  real  ?  Because  men,  not  having  by  nature 
the  vision  of  the  most  Real  Being,  have  no  experience  of 
the  necessary  nexus  between  ideal  being  and  complete  real 
being,  and  therefore  can  only  infer  such  nexus  through 
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reasoning.  The  invention,  therefore,  of  the  word  ideaj  as 
well  as  its  constant  use,  overthrows  the  error  of  those  who 
attribute  to  man,  in  this  life,  the  intuition  of  Grod  Himself. 

1344.  But  whence  comes  the  word,  possible  ?  We  have 
said  that,  in  its  logical  sense,  it  means  "  not  involving  con- 
tradiction." But  it  may  be  said:  God  also  does  not  involve 
contradiction ;  shall  we,  therefore,  call  Grod  a  possible 
being  ? 

The  fact  that  one  feels  a  certain  repugnance  in  calling 
God  a  possible  being,  shows  that  the  word  possible  is 
associated  with  another  concept  besides  that  of  the  absence 
of  contradiction.  Neither  God,  nor  the  things  created  by 
Him,  involve  contradiction;  but  the  Divine  Essence  is 
such,  that,  besides  not  involving  contradiction,  it  is 
necessarily  real.  In  the  essence  of  created  things,  on  the 
contrary,  the  necessity  of  subsistence  is  wanting,  and  so 
they  may  be  conceived  without  its  being  necessary  to 
include  in  that  concept  their  reality.  Hence  with  regard 
to  the  reality  of  contingent  being  we  say  that  it  is  possible, 
meaning  that  "  it  may  be  realised,  because  its  essence  does 
not  involve  contradiction."  This  addition  completes  the 
concept  of  possible.  Logical  possibility^  therefore,  is  the 
ground  oi  metaphysical  possibility. 

1345.  Hence,  also,  it  follows,  that  everything  may  be 
objectivised  or  idealised,  because  all  that  is  not  necessary, 
and  that  does  not  involve  contradiction,  is  conceived  as 
possible. 

There  is,  therefore,  nothing  that,  in  this  sense,  has  not 
an  idea  as  its  counterpart.  The  individual  may  be  con- 
sidered as  possible ;  so  may  subsistence,  for  this  is  merely 
considering  it  in  relation  to  its  idea,  to  the  essence  whose 
realisation  it  is. 

1346.  To  consider  as  possible  is  to  universalise.  Still 
we  do  not  universalise  all  things  in  the  same  manner.  As 
we  have  seen,  the  word  possible  is  taken  in  two  signifi- 
cations ;  in  the  merely  logical  sense,  as  the  essence  of  a 
thing  which  involves  no  contradiction,  and  in  the  meta-- 
physical  sense,  as  the  capability  which  that  essence  has  of 
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being  realised ;  and  the  same  may  be  said  of  universalisa- 
tion. 

In  a  simple  essence  there  is  sometimes  no  universality. 
Such  is  the  case  with  those  things  which  by  their  essence 
are  unique.  The  essence  of  the  individual,  of  the  one,  of 
the  EgOy  of  the  subsistent,  &c.y  includes  particularity  and 
uniqueness  ;  and  therefore  the  individual,  the  one,  the  Egi^ 
the  subsistent,  &c.,  can  never  be  but  unique.  But  if  we  con- 
sider the  possibility  of  the  subsistence  of  many  individuals, 
.many  ones,  many  EgoSy  many  subsistents,  &c.,  all  these 
things  become  universalised  by  means  of  possibility;  not, 
however,  of  logical,  but  of  metaphysical  possibility. 

It  may  be  objected :  "  Do  not  all  these  things,  when 
multiplied,  correspond  to  a  single  essence,  the  essence  rf 
the  individual,  of  the  one,  &c.  ?  And,  if  they  correspond 
to -a  single  essence,  is  it  not  through  this  essence  that  thejr 
are  universalised  ? " 

We  deny  that  each  of  these  things  corresponds  to  one 
sole  essence.  In  truth,  the  essence  of  one  individual  of 
one  EgOy  &c.,  is  not  the  essence  of  another  individual,  of 
another  EgOy  &c.  The  essence  of  one  Ego  has  nothing  that 
belongs  to  the  essence  of  another  Ego^  since  the  character 
of  the  subsistent  consists  precisely  in  this  that  that  it  has 
nothing  in  common  with  any  other  subsistent.  What 
makes  the  contrary  seem  to  be  the  case,  is,  that  the  nahfft 
in  which  the  subsistent  participates  is  confounded  with  the 
subsistent  itself.  The  nature  is  common  ;  but  the  subsistent 
itself  is  singular. 

1347.  But  it  is  rejoined :  "If  many  Egos  agree  in  being 
EgOy  in  having  sel/nesSy  it  follows  that  they  have  something 
in  common." — Our  answer  to  this  is :  Selfness  is  indeed  a 
common  essence,  but  it  is  not  the  essence  of  any  Ego^  6cc. 

Then  the  Ego  has  no  essence. 

Exactly  so:  the  Ego,  as  such,  has  no  ideal  essence, 
because  it  is  a  real,  a  subsistent.  Hence  the  universalisa- 
tion  which  comes  into  play  when  many  Egos  are  mentally 
conceived,  is  due  to  abstraction,  which  forms  a  generic 
essence^  the  specific  one  being  wanting.    When,  therefore, 
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Tve  have  a  universalisation  based  upon  metaphysical  possi- 
bilityy  which  depends  on  the  existence  of  a  will  acting  as 
efficient  cause,  and  not  on  an  idea,  which  is  an  exemplar 
cause ;  then  universalisation  refers  to  a.  generic  essence^  which 
does  not  completely  represent  the  being  in  question,  but  only 
a  part  of  it,  the  other  part  being,  as  we  have  just  said,  pro- 
duced immediately  by  will-efficacy.  Thus  the  generic  idea 
of  the  Ego  is  the  idea  of  human  nature  considered  in  so  far 
as  the  efficient  cause  can  make  it  subsist  in  many  indi- 
viduals, but  it  does  not  represent  the  individual  itself  which 
that  cause  brings  into  real  subsistence. 

1348.  Here  there  arises  the  question :  "  How  can  we 
know  whether  a  given  essence  may  be  realised  in  several 
individuals  or  only  in  one  ? " — ^We  reply  that  this  question 
cannot  be  resolved  except  by  considering  the  particular 
essence  which  happens  to  be  in  discussion,  since  it  is  on  the 
essence  of  a  thing  that  the  possibility  of  the  greater  or  lesser 
multiplicity  of  its  individuals  depends. 

Thus  the  essence  of  God,  as  also  the  essence  of  matter, 
excludes  multiplicity  of  individuals :  the  essence  of  God, 
because  it  is  being  itself,  and  being  is  one  and  perfectly 
simple;  the  essence  of  matter,  because  matter,  being  the 
extended  term  of  feeling,  has  no  other  ideal  essence  than 
the  generic,  which  expresses  it  wholly  and  not  in  part  only, 
so  that  the  individual  is  excluded  from  it.  Again,  when 
we  say  water ^  we  express  the  whole  nature  of  water,  which 
therefore  is  simple  like  the  real  essence  itself  to  which  its 
concept  is  restricted. 

1349.  In  the  same  way  there  might  be  essences  which 
could  allow  only  of  a  certain  number  of  individuals. 
Although  all  the  beings  known  to  us  through  a  specific 
essence  admit  of  no  limits  in  the  number  of  individuals  meta- 
physically possible ;  nevertheless  no  proof  can  be  adduced 
that  it  would  be  absurd  to  suppose  that  some  [specific] 
essence  unknown  to  us  were  such  as  to  admit  of  those 
limits,  even  as  is  the  case  with  the  essence  of  any  order 
resulting  from  several  finite  things. 
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CHAPTER  VII. 

THIRD  SPECIAL  LAW :     THE  TERM  OF  THOUGHT  IS  A 

FIRST  ACT. 

1350.  It  will  be  understood  that  by  thouglit  we  always 
mean  an  entire  or  complex  thought.  Hence  the  law 
indicated  here  is  simply  to  the  effect  that  "  Thought  cannot 
have  for  its  term  merely  second  acts  unaccompanied  by  the 
thought  of  the  first  acts  from  which  they  proceed."  It  is 
true  that  by  abstraction  one  may  think  the  second  acts  sepa- 
rately from  the  first  ones ;  but  abstraction  is  not  complei 
thought.  Indeed  abstraction  is  not  possible  unless  it  be 
preceded  in  the  mind  by  that  upon  which  it  is  performed; 
neither  does  it,  when  coming  into  exercise,  expel  the 
thought  from  which  it  sprang.  If  I,  therefore,  by  abstrac- 
tion, separate  the  second  acts  from  the  first,  these  still 
remain  in  my  mind  and  enter  into  the  thought  taken  in 
its  entirety,  although  I  do  not  direct  to  them  the  same 
degree  of  attention  which  I  give  to  the  abstraction.  The 
attention  restricts  itself  to  a  part  of  the  thought,  but  this 
does  not  cause  the  thought  itself  to  vanish  from  the  mind. 

1 35 1.  The  reason  why  one  cannot  think  an)rthing  with- 
out first  thinking  a  first  act  is,  that  the  term  of  thought  is 
being,  and  being  is  always  constituted  by  a  first  act. 

1352.  If  we  carefully  look  into  the  various  beings,  to 
see  how  they  are  internally  constituted,  we  shall  find  them 
divided  into  two  classes.  The  first  class  consists  of  beings 
whose  essence  is  anterior  to  and  distinct  from  their  sub- 
sistence ;  and  these  are  many  and  all  of  them  contingent 
In  the  second  we  have  one  being,  and  only  one,  who 
subsists  by  a  first  and  original  act.     This  being  is  God, 
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and  He  is  necessary.  But  in  the  case  of  a  being  in  which 
subsistence  itself  is  the  first  act,  it  is  plain  that  that  being 
cannot  be  perceived  unless  its  subsistence  be  perceived, 
nor  thought  as  without  subsistence.  Hence  it  is  that  Grod 
cannot,  like  contingent  things,  be  thought  in  a  merely  ideal 
form,  or  as  possible.  Either  He  must  be  thought  as  sub- 
sistent,  or  else  it  is  not  God  that  is  thought.  Hence  were 
any  one  to  say  that  ideal  beings  which  informs  our  reason, 
is  Grod,  he  would  fall  into  a  most  grievous  error,  an  error 
leading  to  Rationalism,  Pseudo-mysticism,  and  many 
other  monstrous  absurdities. 

1353.  As  to  contingent  beings,  since  they  all  have  their 
own  separate  essence,  which  is  manifested  in  the  idea^  and 
since  nothing  can  be  thought  without  its  essence;  we 
obtain  from  them  a  new  proof  of  the  truth  which  we  have 
so  often  proclaimed,  but  which  is  as  yet  so  little  understood, 
namely,  that  contingent  real  being  cannot  be  perceived  by 
the  understanding  except  through  and  in  its  idea,  which 
cannot  be  furnished  to  us  by  sensation,  because  sensation  is 
the  very  thing  that  is  perceived  and  known  by  means  of  it. 

Furthermore,  the  idea  does  not,  by  itself  alone,  sufl&ce 
to  give  us  [intellective]  perception  of  the  real,  because,  as 
the  idea  contains  purely  the  essence  of  the  being,  and  this 
essence  remains  separate  from  reality  or  subsistence,  so 
nothing  of  this  is  understood  until  something  besides  the 
essence  is  intuited  in  the  idea.  Now  subsistence  is  appre- 
hended only  in  the  way  we  have  stated,  namely,  through 
feeling  joined  with  rational  apprehension  and  with  affir- 
mation. 

1354.  But  how  does  the  principle  "that  it  is  impossible 
for  us  to  know  anything  without  knowing  the  first  act  of 
the  being  which  becomes  the  object  of  our  cognition," 
apply  here  ? — I  answer :  properly  speaking,  the  first  act 
does  not  lie  in  the  real  itself,  as  such,  but,  as  we  have 
already  seen,  in  the  essence  of  the  real.  Hence  it  comes 
to  pass  that  in  perception  and  in  universalizatian  we  take 
as  first  act  that  which  is  designated  by  a  name,  and  at 
which  our  attention  stops;   and  we  take  as  second  acts 
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those  which  happen  to  the  thing  indicated  by  the  name 
and  taken  as  the  subject  of  the  definition  and  the  object  of 
the  attention,  but  are  outside  the  elements  contained  in  the 
meaning  of  that  name  and  definition,  ix.y  in  the  object  of 
the  abstracting  attention.  Thus  it  is  that  we  form  the 
knowledge  of  real  things  and  of  their  cognizable  essences, 
determining  and  limiting  them,  as  I  have  said,  by  what  ive 
come  to  perceive  through  feeling.* 

1355.  But,  besides  this,  our  mind  finds  an  order  infiseling 
itself,  because,  i.°,  it  cannot  perceive  certain  sensible  quali- 
ties without  others,  e.g,y  colour  or  form  without  extension; 
2.°  some  of  these  qualities  logically  precede  as  conditions 
and,  as  such,  never  change ;  others  follow  as  conditioned 
and  are  susceptible  of  changes :   for  example,  extension, 
without  which  no  colour  would  exist,  comes  first  and  re- 
mains unchanged,  while  the  colour  which  adheres  to  it, 
and  may  change,  comes  next.    When  things  are  seen  con- 
nected and  dependent  in  this  way,  the  first  condition  or 
quality,  that  which  is  logically  anterior  to  the  others,  is 
taken  up  and  considered  as  first  act  and,   relatively  to 
the  others,   and  when  already  joined  to  the  essence,  is 
called  substance.     In  bodies  the  sensible  and  sensiferm 
force  is  this  first  act,  because  without  it  the  other  corporeal 
qualities  could  not  be  felt.     Hence  even  in  the  sphere  rf 
reality  there  is  a  kind  of  first  act,  but  this  is  a  hypothetic 
act,  because  relative  to  sensitivity  itself,  as  we  explained 
when  speaking  of  perception.    Now  when  the  mind  has 
conceived  the  essence  of  a  being  capable  of  coming  within 
perception,  that  is,  having  all  the  conditions  necessary  to 
make  it  a  term  of  the  perception  of  which  we  have  spoken, 
then  this  being  is  broken  up  by  abstraction,  and  the  first 
act,  called  substance,  is  discovered,  without  which  the  rest 
could  not  be  perceived.     But  even  this  order  which  exists 
in  realities,  is  reflected  in  the  ideal  essence,  which,  by  this 
relation  with  the  real,  actuates  and  determines  itself  before 
our  mind ;   and  it  is   in  this  essence  that  such  order  is 
known. 

*  New  Essay f  voL  ii,  nos.  1206, 1207. 
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1356.  Consequently,  for  us  intellectually  to  perceive  a 
contingent  real,  it  is  necessary, 

i.°  That  there  should  not  be  wanting  the  essence, 
which  is  seen  in  the  idea,  because  the  essence  is  the  first 
act  with  respect  to  realization ; 

2.°  That  there  should  not  be  wanting  the  first  act  of 
reality  itself ;  because  without  this  act  reality  cannot  fall 
within  feeling,  or  acquire  a  name.  We  must  bear  in  mind, 
however,  that  the  first  act  of  reality  by  which  feeling  is  con- 
ditioned is  hypothetical,  that  is  to  say,  is  considered  by  us 
as  such ;  and  it  is  also  such  in  fact,  but  only  in  relation  to 
the  felt,  not  in  relation  to  the  whole  of  being. 
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CHAPTER  VIII. 

FOURTH    SPECIAL    LAW:    THE    TERM    OF    THOUGHT   IS 

THE  ONE. 

1357.  Another  property  of  any  being  is  oneness.  If  a 
being  were  not  one,  it  would  not  be  a  being.  Hence  in 
the  object  of  thought  there  must  always  be  the  one^  because 
otherwise  there  would  be  no  being  in  it.  Hence  a  being  b 
always  an  individual,  and  cannot  be  thought  with  a  com- 
plete and  complex  thought  without  attributing  an  indi- 
viduality to  it. 

1358.  In  fact,  whence  comes  the  idea  of  one,  or  of  unity? 
It  is  given  together  with  the  idea  of  being,  and  is  drawn 
from  being  by  abstraction.*  Without  being,  no  idea  is 
possible ;  with  being,  the  idea  of  the  one  is  instantly  in  our 
mind. 

1359.  Hence  the  Schoolmen  said,  that  "  One  and  being 
are  convertible  terms ; "  t  and  the  ancient  philosophers, 
especially  the  Pythagoreans,  took  the  one  to  signify  being 
in  the  abstract,  without  determining  in  it  anything  further; 
and  they  were  wrong  in  this  that  they  said  of  purdy 
abstract  entities  many  things  which  were  applicable  only 
to  complete  being.  This  is  the  true  source  of  the  errors 
of  Pythagoreanism. 

1360.  The  Schoolmen  further  said  that  "Each  thing  is 
one  by  reason  of  its  essence "  [qucelibet  res  est  una  per 
suam  essenttamyX    Moreover,  they  proposed  the  question, 

*  New  Essay t  vol.  ii,  nos.  576,  578.  applicable  also  to  the  Divine  Penoos? 

t  St.  Thomas,  Quasi,  Quodiib.,  vi,  i,  If,  with  St.  Thomas,  we  define  the  coe 

and   Com.  to  Anstotle,  Metaph.^  iv,  as  '*That  which  is  undivided  in  itsdf 

Lee.  ii.  and  divided  from    other  things,"  ve 

X  St.  Thomas,  Sum,   TheoLy  Pt.  I,  must  reply,  with  the  same  Hdy  Doctor, 

q.  vi,  art.  iii,  ad  im).    Is  this  principle  in  the  negative,  because  the  distinction 
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Whether  the  mind  could  understand  several  things  at 
once,"  and  answered  it  in  the  aflBirmative,  subject,  however, 
to  the  condition  that  the  mind  thought  them  per  modum 
unius;  thus  recognising  the  fact  that  the  one  must  always 
enter  into  the  object  of  thought. 

1 36 1.  On  the  other  hand,  the  earliest  philosophers, 
from  whom  Plato  took  a  good  deal  in  forming  his  system, 
not  being  able  to  find  unity  in  body,  for  the  re^^son  that 
they  looked  for  it  in  matter — that  is,  in  body  considered 
apart  from  the  sentient  principle,  and  hence  divisible 
ad  infinitum^  without  ever  giving  a  first  extended  having 
a  unity  that  could  not  be  lost  by  further  division — denied 
that  body  was  a  being,  or  fit  to  be  an  object  of  know- 
ledge. In  this  way  they  changed  it  into  a  phenomenon 
\vhich  the  vulgar  take  for  a  being,  but  which  the  philo- 
sopher finds  to  be  a  mere  phantom.  In  a  word,  they 
fell  into  Idealism,  or,  to  speak  more  correctly,  they  posited 
those  ontological  principles  which  subsequently  gave  rise  to 
Plato's  Idealism.  But  we  have  found  the  unity  of  body  in 
the  relation  it  has  with  the  sentient  principle — a  relation  so 
essential^  that  if  the  felt  and  the  sensiferous  were  considered 
apart  from  it,  that  is,  were  separated  from  the  sentient 
principle,  they  would  no  longer  be  conceivable.  At  the 
same  time,  however,  we  have  explained,  that  the  necessity 
of  this  relation  does  not  in  the  least  disprove  the  reality  of 
body,  but  only  shows  that  body  must,  in  virtue  of  its  very 
nature,  be  united  with  the  sentient  principle,  from  which 

between  the    Divine    Persons   cannot  If  it  is  considered  in  the  former  light, 

possibly  arise  from  diversity  of  essence,  each  Person  of  the  Most  Holy  Trinity 

inasmuch  as  each  Person  has  identically  is  one,  because  its  essence  is  one  and 

the  same  essence  and  nature  as  the  perfectly  simple ;   but  this  unity  and 

others.    Hence  the  principle  which  dis-  simplicity  of  each  Person  is  not   the 

dngaishes  them  is  not  the  essence  but  principle  of  its  distinction    from   the 

the  relative  property.     **  Unitas  autem  others.  This  principle,  as  we  have  said, 

personalis  est  ipsa  PROPRIETAS  RELA-  is  purely  the  relative  property  of  each. 

TIVA,  distinguens  unam  personam  ab  Therefore  it  is  not  umversally  true  that 

alia^  et  non  essentiam  ipsitis  persona  "  what  constitutes  one,  that  is,  a  sub- 

(In  /.  Sentent,  Dist,  xix,  q.  iv,  art.  i,  stantial  being,  is  what  distinguishes  the 

ad  2  ").    Nevertheless,  unity  or  the  one  one  which  is  in  the  substantial  being 

may  be  considered  from  two  points  of  from  another  one  which  is  likewise  in 

view;  first,  as  what  it  is  in  itself  {ens  the  substantial  being;  because,  in  God, 

tndivisum)^  and,  second,  as  what  it  is  the  same  substance  subsists  in  three, 

with  relation  to  other  things,  that  is,  as  that  is,  in  the  three  Divine  Persons, 
a  principle  of  division  {divisum  ab  aliis). 
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alone  it  receives  perfect  continuity,  and  hence  the  unity  it 
requires  in  order  to  be  a  being.* 

1362.  From  the  fact  that  being  is  one,  it  follows, 
I .°  That,  within  itself,  it  is  harmonious  and  accordant,  ex- 
cluding all  contradiction  or  conflict.  This,  as  we  have  said, 
is  what  renders  it  logically  possible ;  hence  the  principle  of 
contradiction  simply  means  the  unity  and  harmony  of  being 
with  itself.  The  immunity  of  being  from  all  internal  contra- 
diction and  conflict  was  observed  by  the  ancients,  and  Par- 
menides  expressed  it  in  a  verse  preserved  to  us  by  Clement 
of  Alexandria :  O:;  ya/j  a^or/x^i^gi  to  gov  toD  iovrof  gx^^Saut 
("For  thou  wilt  never  sunder  beingirom  its  hold  of  being"); 
2.°  That  it  is  simple^  so  that,  if  it  were  to  lack  anything 
of  what  constitutes  being,  it  would  ipso  facto  not  be  at  aU. 
Parmenides  said  this  also,  and  expressed  it  in  the  89th  of  his 

verses  still  extant :  e jtI  yap  oj/x  ewSet/is*  /^i  cov  Si  xg  vavrw  gfciw 

("For  if  anything  be  wanting,  all  being  must  needs  be  want- 
ing"). And  it  is  precisely  for  this  reason  that  we,  by  setting 
forth  the  chief  properties  of  being,  infer  from  them  as  many 
conditions  and  laws  of  thought.  But  what  our  ancestor 
Parmenides  did  not  see  was  that  there  is  something  which 
may  be  called  being  in  course  of  formation^  that  is,  when  it 
is  detached  from  its  essential  relationSj  as  we  explained 
when  speaking  of  matter,  &c. ; 

3.°  That  being,  by  reason  of  its  simplicity,  is  exempt  from 
space  and  time,  and  constitutes  what  I  call  the  mctaphysicd 
7vorld,  This  also  was  seen  by  Parmenides  and  alluded  to  in 
the  verse  which  we  find  likewise  recorded  by  Clement  of 

Alexandria  :   AeD/yie  ^'oiams  diriovra  vocj  iracpioyrst  ^s^iojs  ("  Still 

regard  in  the  mind  things  absent  as  certainly  present "]. J 


♦  That  Parmenides  had  in  view  the 
difficulty  involved  in  the  question  re- 
garding the  contbmity  of  body,  we  may 
perhaps  infer  from  the  fact  that  he  made 
continuity  {ro  twix*^)  ^n  essential  attri- 
bute of  being.  Aristotle  finds  fault 
with  him  for  this,  and  says  that  the 
continuous  is  the  result  of  a  continued 
series  of  parts,  and  may,  therefore,  be 
divided  ad  infinitum  (to  Zisipirov  lU  au 
cKxpiTx),   whereas   being,   according  to 


Parmenides,  cannot  have  parts  {I^rSt 
i,  3 ;  Dg  Caelo,  i,  i  ;  CaUg.y  vi).  fent 
here  Aristotle  is  mistaken,  because  tlte 
continuous  is  not  divisible  in  reality, 
but  merely  Umitable  by  man's imagiM" 
Hon,  The  continuous,  propyerly  speak- 
ing, consists  in  uniformly  immovable 
space,  whether  full  or  void,  as  we  have 
said. 

t  Strom,  v, 

j  Strom.  V,  2. 
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CHAPTER    IX. 

FIFTH     SPECIAL    LAW:     THE    TERM     OF    THOUGHT    IS 

ENDURING. 

1363.  We  have  already  seen  that  the  instant  is  but  the 
beginning  or  the  termination  of  that  which  endures 
(whether  it  be  a  being  or  the  act  of  a  being).  Conse- 
quently, where  there  is  no  duration  there  is  no  instant.^ 
This  is  conceived  only  as  the  limit  of  that  and,  therefore,  is 
conceived  in  that ;  in  the  same  way  as  the  mathematical 
point,  being  simply  the  termination  of  a  line,  is  conceived 
only  in  and  through  the  line. 

To  believe  that  there  can  be  a  being  that  exists  for  an 
instant  only,  is  a  vulgar  illusion  of  those  who  have  not 
formed  the  correct  concept  of  instant  Since  the  instant 
has  not  any  duration,  the  supposed  being  would  be  one 
that  endures  no  time  at  all,  and  that  which  does  not  endure 
at  all  is  not  a  being. 

1364.  This  is  a  most  important  truth,  and  one  that  was 
observed  by  the  Italian  Schools  of  Magna  GrcBciay  and 
deduced  from  the  principle  of  cognition.  Let  us  see  how 
the  deduction  was  made,  and  to  what  controversies  it  gave 
rise. 

Parmenides  distinctly  expressed  the  principle  of  cog- 
nition  in   the  verse    preserved   to  us  by  Proclus*    and 

Simplicius  :  t   Oi/re  yoLp  iv  yvow  to  ye  fjuri  eov,   ov  yap  dvvarov 

[epxroy]  ovre  (ppdaais'  ("  Non-being  is  not  known  by  thee,  for 
it  cannot  be  known  "),  as  well  as  in  that  other  fragment, 
likewise  preserved  to  us  by  Simplicius :  J  ov  yap  (parov  ouSe 
wwrov  cdTiv  Zvcktf  ovK  eariv  ("That  which  is  nothing  can  neither 

•  On  Timaus.  f  Physic,,  i.  J  Ibid,,  f.  34. 
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be  uttered  in  words,  nor  revolved  in  the  mind").  Tlus 
principle  is  so  evident  and  so  plainly  in  agreement  wifli 
the  common  sense  of  men,  that  it  could  never  have  been 
impugned  except  by  the  most  corrupt  sophistry.  So  the 
earliest  and  most  celebrated  of  our  national  philosophers 
made  the  principle  of  cognition  the  solid  basis  of  thdr 
philosophy. 

1365.  When,  however,  they  came  to  the  applicadon, 
they  encountered  very  serious  difficulties.  They  saw  that 
if  being  is  the  only  thing  thinkable,  it  was  necessary  to 
investigate  the  properties  and  conditions  of  being  in  order 
to  know  whether  a  given  thing  expressed  in  a  proposition 
was  thinkable  or  not,  which  means,  whether  it  was  or  was 
not,  whether  the  proposition  meant  something  or  notbing; 
whether  what  was  supposed  to  be  thought  was  an  appear- 
ance or  a  truth. 

Now,  among  the  first  properties  of  being  they  found 
there  were  these  two,  unity  and  duration ;  hence  they  con- 
cluded that  what  is  not  one^  and  does  not  endure^  is  nothing, 
and  cannot  be  an  object  of  thought. 

Leaving  now  aside  the  onCy  on  which  we  have  already 
spoken,  and  confining  our  attention  to  duration^  we  find 
that  they  arrived  at  once  at  a  consequence  at  variance  widi 
the  general  sense  of  men.    To  understand  this,  the  reader 
must    bear  in   mind,   that  the  philosophical   concept  of 
motion,  as  set  forth  by  us,  was  not  yet  established,  and 
so  the  vulgar  concept  of  it  prevailed,  and  was  accepted  as 
true  by  the  Schools  without  any  examination.     This  con- 
cept supposes  that  motion  takes  place  without  any  inter- 
ruption   and    through    continuous    change,    because  the 
extremely  brief  interruptions  which  render  it  intermittent 
have,  thus  far  at  least,  escaped  all  sensible  observation, 
and  therefore  could  never  be  suspected,  either  by  the  multi- 
tude, who  are  generally  wont  to  judge  by  the  appearances 
of  the  senses,  or  by  the  philosophers  of  that  time,  because 
they  had  not  yet  risen  to  an  order  of  reflection  high  enough 
to  make  them  see  reason  for  such  suspicion.     It  was  only 
at  a  later  period  that  motion  was  denied,  on  account  of  the 
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embarrassment  which  it  caused  to  philosophical  systems. 
This  was  something ;  but  not  sufl&cient  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  the  case>  because  it  gave  no  explanation  of  the 
appearance  of  continuous  motion,  which  appearance,  never- 
theless, was  an  undeniable  fact.  Hence  the  denial  of 
motion  seemed  an  ingenious  extravagance  rather  than  a 
truth  conformable  to  nature ;  and  Aristotle  undertook  to 
refute  the  arguments  of  the  acute  Zeno,  instead  of  per- 
ceiving that  what  they  disproved  and,  to  say  the  truth, 
with  a  force  that  admitted  of  no  valid  reply,  was  not 
motion  itself  understood  according  to  its  true  concept,  but 
only  the  continuity  of  motion. 

"  If  a  thing  is  such  as  to  be  continuously  changing  its 
state,  it  follows  that  none  of  its  states  has  any  duration  what- 
ever ;  therefore,  that  thing  has  no  duration ;  therefore,  it 
can  neither  be  thought,  nor  be  a  being."  Such  was  the  ter- 
rible difficulty  that  gave  rise  to  those  fierce  and  perpetual 
disputations  among  thinkers  which  set  the  whole  field  of 
philosophy  in  confusion;  nor  was  peace  restored  except 
by  the  death  of  philosophy  itself,  through  the  barbarism  of 
the  times  reducing  the  philosophical  schools  to  silence. 

The  Ionic  philosophers,  limited  to  the  study  of  material 
nature,  and  not  yet  risen  with  their  reflection  to  meta- 
physical regions,  knew  nothing  of  this  difficulty ;  hence, 
instead  of  finding  any  stumbling-block  in  the  conception 
of  continuous  motion,  they  even  supposed  that  life  and 
intelligence  must  consist  in  continuous  motion.  Aristotle 
attributes  this  rude  notion  to  Thales  and,  after  him,  to 
Diogenes,  to  Heraclitus  and  to  Alcmaeon,  as  may  be  seen 
in  the  following  passage :  "  Thales,  according  to  what  is 
recorded  of  him,  seems  to  have  considered  the  soul  to  be 
something  in  motion,  since  he  said  that  the  magnet  had 
a  soul  because  it  attracted  the  iron.  Diogenes,  again,  and 
some  others  considered  the  soul  to  be  air,  because  it  seemed 
to  them  that  there  was  nothing  more  subtle  than  air,  and 
that  this  was  why  the  soul  knew  and  moved ;  that  is  to 
say,  in  so  far  as  the  soul  (being  air)  is  the  principle  of 

other  things,  it  knows,  and  in  so  far  as  it  is  most  subtle,  it 

z  2 
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moves.  Heraclitus  likewise  holds  that  the  soul  is  tbe 
principle  of  all  things,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  vapour,  of 
which,  according  to  him,  all  things  are  composed,  and  he 
supposes  it  to  be  in  the  highest  degree  incorporeal  and  m 
continual  flux;  and  as  to  that  which  moves,  it  is  kwmn 
just  because  it  moves.    He  held  also  that   those  things 

WHICH   ARE,  ARE  IN  MOTION,  AND  THIS   IS    THE  VULGAR 

OPINION.  Alcmaeon's  view  of  the  soul  seems  to  have  been 
similar  to  these.  He  affirms  that  it  is  immortal,  because  it 
is  like  the  immortals,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  always 
in  motion,  which  is  a  property  characteristic  of  all 
divine  beings,  the  moon,  the  sun,  the  stars,  and  the  whde 
heaven.* 

But  a  wide  distinction  must  be  made  between  the  first 
lonians  and  their  successors.  Heraclitus  of  Ephesus,  fe 
example,  had  already  heard  of  the  objections  raised  against 
motion  by  Italian  metaphysicians,  and  seeing,  on  the  one 
hand,  the  difficulty  of  admitting  that  what  moves  is  a 
being,  and,  on  the  other,  not  being  able  to  give  up  the 
Ionian  opinion  that  everything  moves,  became  so  very 
obscure  in  his  mode  of  expression  that  he  received  the 
nickname  of  <yxoT6ivor,  or  the  Dark.  He,  therefore,  admitted 
that  all  things  were  on  the  border-line  between  being  and 
non-being,  and  formed  and  unformed  themselves  con- 
tinually, as  appears  from  these  two  sentences  of  his,  pre- 
served in  the  work  of  Heraclides  Ponticus  On  the  Allegma 
of  Homer.  The  first  is:  "  Immortals  are  mortal;  mortals, 
immortal,  living  each  other's  death  and  dying  each  other's 

life "     ('Adavaroi     dvTjTol,     3'V7}roi     aSavaroi,     ^a/vTos"     tov    huatm 

^(rtoLro^y  Tot;  Je  exg/v6/v  /S/of  Tg&vea/Toj") ;  t  which  seems  to  mean 
that  men,  dissolving  into  their  principles,  become  Gods, 
and  so  form  the  life  of  the  Gods,  who  are  principles,  and, 
becoming  men,  and  acquiring  human  life,  live  the  death  of 
the  Gods  because  they  cease  to  be  principles.  The  other  is: 
You  cannot  step  twice  into  the  same  river.     For,  as  you 


« 


*  De  Anttndt  i.  The  word  Oior  comes     star-worship  as  the  religion  of  those 
from  the  verb  df m  (/  run),  poetically     who  first  settled  in  Greece. 
dM'« ;  and  this  origin  seems  to  indicate         f  Mullach,  Fragnunt^  Herod.  6a 
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are  stepping  in,  other  and  yet  other  waters  flow  on ;  we  step 
in  and  do  not  step  in  ;  yea,  we  are  and  are  not**  (IIoTapwrj* 

«ir  Tor<nv  a^oreriv  o<;x  av  sfjifiaw  irspa  yip  xal  irspa  viara  emppsl 
9§Afiaiyovaiy.     ef/fiaivofjuiv    rs    xai    ovk    BfjufiaiyofjueVf    bI/jlev  re  xal  ouk 

flifjLiv) ;  *  which  alludes  to  the  perpetual  passage  {pori)  of 
things,  asserted  by  this  philosopher.!  Here  we  see  plainly 
that  the  system  of  Hegel,  whose  principle  consists  in 
BECOMING,  was  manifestly  derived  from  the  "  We  are  and 
are  not "  of  Heraclitus  the  Dark.  And  since  the  saying 
Ttfe  are  and  are  not  is  a  contradiction  in  terms,  and  therefore 
repugnant  to  being,  it  necessarily  results  in  the  destruction 
of  being,  by  making  naught  its  origin.  This  foolish  and 
absurd  system,  if  system  it  may  be  called,  has  in  our  times 
been  not  inappropriately  termed  nullism.J 

1366.  Now  how  did  the  minds  of  philosophers  arrive  at 
all  these  absurdities,  which,  so  far  as  thought  can  do  it, 
destroy  the  universe  ?  By  setting  out  with  two  vulgar 
concepts,  two  prejudices  unworthy  of  philosophers :  i .°  the 
belief  in  the  continuity  of  motion,  and  2.°  sensism. 

In  fact,  it  is  easy  to  see  from  what  passes  around  us  that 
all  bodies  move.  If  then,  i.°,  all  bodies  move  and  nothing 
stands  still,  2.°  if  this  motion  is  continuous  and,  3.°  if 
nothing  is  known  except  through  the  senses,  and,  as  a 
necessary  consequence  of  this  principle,  no  other  beings 
but  bodies  come  within  our  perception  and  knowledge, 
it  follows  that  all  beings  known  to  us  are  in  a  continual 
change,  and  hence  that  none  of  their  states  has  any 
duration.  Therefore,  they  are  not,  but  continually 
BECOME.  But  what  becomesy  is  not  yet  in  esse;  there- 
fore there  are  no  beings  in  the  universe.  This  is 
Hegelian  nullisnij  which  has,  at  once,  the  merit  of  good 
logic  in  deducing  consequences,  and  the  defect  of  plebeian 

*  Mullach,  Fragm,  HeracL  42.  Democritus,  but  whose  age  is  unknown. 

t  Plato,  Cratvius, — In  the  Sophisty  This  Xeniades  affinned  that  everything 

Plato  says  of  Heraclitus,  that  he  laid  came  from  non-being  and  contmually 

down    TO    haip%fofji.%tm    ku    J^vfA^ipur^ou  returned  to  non-being  (hence  he  was 

("The  divergent  always  converges*'),  one  of  the  first  authors  of  nullism),  "Ik 

CTf    as    Ficinus    translates.    Dissident  rov  /Mi  orros  veb  to  ymfAtvo*  ^iVkt^oi,  mm 

temper  congreditur,  i<V  ro  im^  ov  «<b  to  .^up6/Mvw  ^tifur^eu  '* 

{  Sextus  Empiricus  roeaks  of  a  cer-  (Adv,  LogiCy  vii,  53,  388 ;    Pyrrhon. 

lain  Xeniades  of  Corinth  as  quoted  by  UypoUy  ii,  18). 
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vulgarity  in  accepting  without  examination  the  felse  prin- 
ciples upon  which  those  consequences  are  based. 

1367.  Now,  that  all  the  corporal  world  is  in  motion  is 
generally  admitted  by  modem  physicists,  and  to  be  con- 
vinced that  they  are  right,  we  do  not  require  to  read 
Boyle's  book  against  absolute  rest.  But  what  seems 
strange  to  me  is  that  that  great  and  indefatigable  genius, 
Leibnitz,  could  have  admitted  the  continuity  of  motion, 
without  ever  having  the  least  suspicion  either  of  the 
insuperable  difficulties  which  that  admission  involves,  or 
of  the  most  evil  consequences  to  which  it  led.  I  can  only 
account  for  it  in  this  way :  his  lively  fancy  very  readfly 
furnished  him  with  hypotheses,  which  gave  him  such 
pleasure  that  he  enthusiastically  embraced  them,  and  so 
often  skipped  some  link  in  his  chain  of  reasoning.* 

1368.  But  to  return  to  the  disputes  of  the  ancient  philo- 
sophers, they  were  like  mariners  sailing  between  two  rocks. 
The  doctrine  that  things  were  in  continuous  motion  was  one 
that,  driven  forward  by  the  invincible  logic  of  Parmenides, 
as  by  a  violent  wind,  broke  on  the  rock  of  a  most  mani- 
fest absurdity,  viz :  that  nothing  that  so  moved  had  any 
true  existence,  because  that  great  dialectician  pressed  his 
adversary  with  the  principle  that  what  does  not  endure 
at  all  is  no  being.  On  the  other  hand,  to  deny  motion— ot 
which  no  other  idea  was  entertained  than  that  involving 
continuity — and  hence  to  deny  the  continuous  generation 
and  annihilation  of  the  things  that  fall  under  the  senses, 


♦  For  example,  in  defending  against 
Locke  the  Cartesian  doctrine  tnat  *'  the 
soul  always  thinks,*'  Leibnitz  breaks 
forth  in  these  words :  "I  maintain  that 
in  nature  no  substance  can  be  without 
action,  and  that  there  are  not  even 
bodies  without  motion"  (Nouveaux 
EssaiSf  Bk.  I).  That  a  substance  can- 
not be  without  action  is  true,  inasmuch 
as  every  substance  must  have  at  least 
its  primitive,  immanent  act ;  but  it  is  a 
mortal  leap  to  add  that  there  are  not 
even  bodies  without  motion.  If  such 
were  the  case,  it  would  be  a  truth  of 
experience,  but  not  a  consequence  of 
that  principle,  i.^  because  the  motion 


of  bodies  is  not  an  immanent  and  fint 
act,  with  respect  to  which  alone  die 

Principle  is  true  ;  2.**  because  it  caimot 
c  said  that  motion  is  an  action  of 
bodies,  since  bodies  are  moved,  but  not 
movers,  the  principle  of  motion  having: 
to  be  sought  elsewhere,  as  we  have 
already  seen ;  although  motion,  vhen 
once  imparted,  conmiunicates  itself  from 
one  body  to  another  according  to  cer- 
tain laws.  There  is,  therefore,  a  leap  in 
the  transition  which  Leibnitz  makes 
from  the  metaphysical  principle  of  the 
activity  of  substances  to  the  purely  em- 
pirical necessity  of  the  bodies  moving 
m  consequence  of  that  principle. 
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was  to  break  upon  another  rock,  that  of  abandoning  the 
common  sense  of  men,  which  common  sense  is  a  most 
authoritative  judge,  unless  indeed  it  should  happen  to  turn 
into  what  is  not  common  sense,  in  which  case  it  would  be 
like  an  unjust  and  cruel  judge,  who  punishes  all  that  refuse 
to  bow  down  to  his  ipse  dixit^  with  derision,  implacable 
infamy  and,  frequently,  with  calumnious  persecution,  dis- 
carding all  forms  of  legal  procedure. 

The  first  philosophers  of  Miletus,  therefore,  admitted 
continuous  change,  following  like  the  vulgar,  without  sus- 
picion, the  appearance  of  the  senses.  Then  came  Par- 
menides,  who,  establishing  the  principle  furnished  him  by 
the  idea  of  being — that  "  What  has  no  duration  has  no 
existence," — ^berated  those  who  took  sensible  phenomena 
for  so  many  truths,  and  affirmed  that  reason  alone,  being 
the  power  which  had  truth  for  its  object,*  ought  to  be  fol- 
lowed [x^n/OM  Tw  Xoyci;]. 

But  although  Parmenides's  argument  was  irrefragable, 
still,  partly  because  he  drew  strange  consequences  from  it, 
and  partly  because  it  went  against  the  seeming  depositions 
of  the  senses  and  the  opinion  of  the  multitude,  it  was  not 
followed,  and  the  denial  of  all  truth,  and  scepticism  and 
nullism  were  thought  more  eligible.  In  this  way  philo- 
sophy fell  into  the  hands  of  the  most  arrant  sophists,  of 
whom  the  most  celebrated  was  Protagoras.  The  truth  is, 
after  Parmenides,  it  was  impossible  for  any  one  with 
understanding  to  admit  that  what  was  always  changing 
was  a  being :  and  as  the  senses  presented  only  things 
subject  to  continual  change,  so  rather  than  admit  that 
the  senses  were  deceptive,  it  was  preferred  to  deny  the 
existence   of  all  things.      Such   is  the  description  which 

v«/ui(v  dto'xovoy  ofxfjiai  neu  rty(v^i<tatt  atxovny 

i|  i/Ac^iv  frrdtvrai  (Mullach,  Frag,  Parm.), 

Simplicius  (in  Phys,  i,  f.  7)  thinks  two  conjoint  elements  as  the  principles 

that  when  Parmenides  spoke  of  those  of  things,  that  is,  the  atoms  which  he 

who  admitted  the  compatibility  of  being  called  beings  and  the  v(nd  which  he 

with  non-being,  he  meant  to  hit  Leucip-  called  non^eihg, 
pus,  because  this  philosopher  posited 
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Socrates,  in  Plato's  ThecUetus^  gives  of  the  system  of 
Protagoras  and  many  others.  "Nothing  that  is  in  itself 
one  is  certain,  nor  can  one  speaking  properly  say  of  it  with 
truth :  this  is  such  a  determinate  thing,  or  this  has  such  a 
determinate  nature.  For  what  you  call  great  may  also  in 
turn  appear  small ;  what  you  call  heavy  may  yet  appear 
light,  and  so  on.  There  is  nothing  which  is  either  one,  or 
belonging  to  a  fixed  kind.  On  the  contrary,  all  things  are 
made  up  of  extension  and  motion,  and  reciprocal  actions 
and  reactions.  We  indeed  call  them  existent,  but  this  is  a 
mistake.*    For  nothing  ever  is,  but  everything  is 

ALWAYS  IN  COURSE  OF  BECOMINCr  (?<m  luh  yap  oi^cvor  ouJn 

aUi  Je  7/yv€Tai).  And  in  this  all  subsequent  wise  men 
(Parmenides  excepted)  agreed,  Protagoras,  Heraclitos, 
Empedocles,t  and  the  chief  poets  in  both  branches  of 
poetry,  Epicharmus  in  comedy  and  Homer  in  tragedy. 
The  latter,  by  saying  that  Ocean  is  the  father,  and  Tethys 
the  mother  of  the  gods,  proclaimed  that  all  things  are  bom 
of  flux  and  movement."  This  passage  of  Plato  is  remark- 
able, because  we  learn  from  it : 

I .°  That  Parmenides  having  declared  that  what  exists 
must  have  immobility  and  duration  as  its  essential  pro- 
perties, denied  generation  and  motion ;  % 


*  It  is  quite  clear  that  Parmenides 
•extended  to  all  beings,  without  excep- 
tion, what  was  true  only  of  the  cor- 
poreal sensible;  thus  composing  an 
Ontology  derived,  not  from  what  be- 
longs to  every  being,  or  from  the  essence 
of  being,  but  from  what  is  peculiar  to 
sensible  corporeal  being,  which  is  rela- 
tive and  phenomenal.  Now  this  sett' 
sistic  Ontology  is  still  deeply-rooted  in 
men's  minds,  and  in  it  lies  the  source 
of  all  modem  errors,  all  false  systems, 
and  all  impediments  to  the  progress  of 
the  one  true  philosophy. 

t  See  Mullach,  Frag.  Parmen. 

J  It  was  disputed  among  the  ancients 
whether  Parmenides  admitted  two  kinds 
of  beings,  namely,  heingy  which  is  the 
object  of  the  true  [rnt  aX^uas),  and  tton- 
d^ingf  to  which  the  vulgar  opinions 
^Sol^cu)  refer.  Alexander  of  Aphrodisia 
maintamed  that  Parmenides  rejected 
non-being  and  vulgar  opinions  as  mere 


fallacy;    but    Simplicios  {P^s.  I,  9) 
finds  fault  with  hun,  and  asserts  tlat 
Parmenides  admitted  both.    It  b  evi- 
dent,   however,    1°,    that    Parmenides 
spoke  indeed  of  the  opinions  of  the 
viilgar,  which  he  set  fortn  in  the  secood 
part  of  his  poem ;  but,  2®,  that  be,  at 
the  same  time  rejected  them  as  fiiOft- 
cious,  and  admitted  being  alone,  mj, 
went  so  far  as  to  maintain  that  thoe 
existed  but  a  single  being,  peifectl^ 
one,   perfectly  simple,   and    tnat  tbs 
being  was  ail  things  at   once.    This 
view  is  sustained  by  Aristotle  in  all 
the  passages  where  he  speaks  of  Psv- 
memdes,  among  others,  Mgia^.,  i,  6 ; 
De  Generat.  et  Corrupt.^  i,  8;  wbere, 
if  he  says  that  Parmenides  admitted 
sensible  things,  he  must  be  mideistood 
as  meaning    that    he  admitted   them 
merely  as  a  proof  of  the  fallaciousness 
of  the  opinions  of  the  vulgar,  which  is 
surely  the  same  thing  as  not  admittiDC 
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2.°  That  no  one  followed  him  in  this  opinion  except  his 
first  few  disciples  ;  * 

*  It  is  singular  that  Plato  makes  no 
mention  of  Anaxagoras,  but  merely 
says  that  all  the  wise  men  (vorrif  oi 
tfo^')— so  called,  no  doubt,  in  that  attic 
irony,  which  characterizes  Plato's  style, 
in  contradistinction  to  ** philosophers" 
(^Xotfo^) — held  the  nuUism  of  P^rota- 
goras.  And  yet  Anaxagoras  was  the 
first  to  admit  the  unity  and  simplicity 


of  the  mind  (o  vovr  /u.oyor  avTof  tp    lonnttv 

iW/y,  Fragm.,  edit.  Schaubac,  p.  no). 
The  reason  why  he  did  not  mention 
Anaxagoras  was,  perhaps,  because  this 
philosopher  did  not  sufficiently  develope 
nis  concept,  or  because  he  did  not,  pro- 
perly speaking,  deal  with  the  general 
and  ontological  question  propounded 
by  Parmenides. 


them  at  all.  I  am,  therefore,  surprised 
to*  find  so  erudite  a  writer  as  Karsten 
appealing  to  Aristotle  as  his  authority 
for  saying  that  Parmenides  "neither 
embraced  the  one  truth,  nor  despised 
opinions  altogether ;  he  did  not  exclude 
either  of  these  things,  but  assigned  to 
each  of  them  its  own  proper  place  " 
mU  nee  unam  ampUxus  est  veritatem, 
nee  sprevtt  omnino  opiniones  ;  neutram 
exclusUy  utrique  suum  tribuit  locum) 
{Philos.  Gracor,  Veterum  Reliquiae  p. 
145.  Amsterdam,  1830);  and  tne  more 
so  as  Karsten  himself  distinctly  acknow- 
ledges that,  as  regards  Parmenides, 
Aristotle  can  on  no  account  be  credited 
either  with  having  interpreted  him  cor- 
rectly, or  judged  him  fainy ;  the  obvious 
inference  of  which  would  be  that  Aris- 
totle was  not  a  very  trustworthy  witness 
in  this  case.  In  tne  first  book  of  the 
Physicsy  Aristotle  says  that  the  reason- 
ing whereby  Parmenides  proves  the 
unity  of  being  does  not  belong  to 
Physics,  and  yet  he  always  supposes 
that  Parmenides,  in  admitting  the  one 
being,  meant  to  lay  down  a  principle 
for  tne  explanation  of  physical  things. 
This  is  manifestly  untrue,  as  Karsten 
admits,  because  Parmenides  clearly  dis- 
tinguished the  doctrine  of  being,  or,  as 
he  termed  it,  of  truths  from  the  opinions 
which  relate  to  natural  things  ana  which 
he  called  a  false  way.  *^IUe  (Parmenides) 
in  considerando  entis  naturamy*  writes 
Karsten,  with  perfect  justice  {Ibid,^  p. 
170),  in  opposition  to  Aristotle,  ^^  non 
qtuesivit  de  mundi  principiis ;  utrum,- 
que  argumentum  non  copulavity  sed 
disjunxit :  in  altera  solam  veritatem 
spectavit,  alterum  ad  opinionis  visa  re- 
jecit,  Seriores  vero,  prasertim  sceptici, 
in  multis  eleaticos  amulatiy  illorum  ra- 
ticnes  usurparuntetdphysicorumplacita 
refutanda  et  omnem  rerum  naturam 
lahefactandam,     quorum     sententiam 


multi  perperam  cum  veteribus  illis 
fecerunt  communem  "  {Sext.  Empiric. 
Adv.  Logic,  vii,  5,  114. — Fabricius, 
ibid,  et  ad  ChalcicL,  L.  I). — Aristotle, 
moreover,  who  in  some  places  chose  to 
take  the  one  of  Parmenides  as  the  prin- 
ciple of  natural  things  and  found  therein 
occasion  to  censure  him,  in  other  places 
[e.^.y  Metaph.y  I,  v)  quotes  the  two 
pnnciples  of  heat  and  cold,  admitted 
by  Parmenides,  as  instances  of  vulgar 
opinion  and  not  of  truth,  saying  that 
Parmenides,  •*  Being  obliged  to  follow 
appearances,  fell  on  the  expedient  of 
thinking,  that  whUe  things  loere  one  ac- 
cording to  reason,  they  were  many  ac- 
cording to  sense"  (Coactus  ilia  quae 
apparent  sequi,  et  unum  rationk  et 

PLURA     SECUNDUM     SENSUM     putans 

esse).  Hence,  to  combat  Parmenides 
fairly,  Aristotle  ought  to  have  shown, 
I .°  that  the  one  according  to  reason  did 
not  exist,  and,  2.°  that  in  order  to  ex- 
plain the  many  according  to  SENSE,  the 
proposed  principles  of  neat  and  cold 
were  not  sufficient.  Instead  of  this,  he 
dilates  in  many  places  to  prove  that  the 
ofie  does  not  explain  natural  things, 
which  is  precisely  what  Parmenides 
said.  Nevertheless,  I  think  that  Par- 
menides, although  he  did  not  say  so, 
had  in  view  physical  things,  and  that  in 
conceiving  his  one,  he  had  regard  to  the 
universe,  and  I  do  so,  because  he  is  said 
to  have  been  a  disciple  of  Xenophanes. 
Aristotle  distinguisnes  between  Xeno- 
phanes, Parmenides,  and  Melissus  in 
this  way :  '*  Parmenides  seems  to  have 
touched  the  one  according  to  reason  and 
Melissus  the  one  according  to  mcdter. 
Hence,  the  former  says  that  the  one 
is  finite,  the  latter  that  it  is  infinite. 
Xenophanes,  again,  though  anterior  to 
these,  had  posited  the  one,  without 
clearly  expressing  what  he  meant  by  it, 
or  saying  whether  it  was  finite  or  in- 
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3.*^  That  subsequent  philosophers  finding  it  impossible, 
on  the  other  hand,  to  deny  that  duration  is  a  property 
essential  to  being,  and,  on  the  other,  being  unwilling  to 
gainsay  continuous  change,  that  is,  generation  and  motion, 
because  they  had  not  the  courage  to  rise  above  sensible 
appearances,  and  oppose  themselves  to  the  general  sense 
of  men,  who  believed  in  it,  were  obliged  to  deny  beinj^ 
that  is,  to  deny  that  anything  truly  existed,  and  so  they 
fell  into  nuUism  ; 

4.°  That  the  denial  that  anjrthing  existed  was  a  run- 
ning counter  to  that  very  sense  of  the  generality  of  men 
out  of  tenderness  for  which  these  philosophers  professed  to 
believe  in  continuous  change.  Hence,  when  Protagoras 
and  his  brother  sophists  drew  the  extreme  consequences  of 
their  system,  they  were  obliged  to  hide  them  firom  the 
public.  Hence  Plato,  in  Theaetetus,  makes  it  a  point 
to  inform  us  that  Protagoras  professed  two  different  doc- 
trines at  once ;  for  whereas  in  speaking  with  his  intimate 
disciples  he  openly  declared  himself  a  sceptic  and  a  nul- 


finite"  (Metaph.y  I,  i,  v).  These,  as 
the  reader  can  see,  are  conjectures  of 
Aristotle's.  Now  the  arguments  of 
Parmenides  are  certainly  drawn  from 
the  concept  of  being,  but  the  attributes 


of  continuous,  indivisible,  immatjM, 
which  he  applies  to  it,  his  desaiptka 
of  it  as  one  being  adhering  to  anoUtfr 
(fov  yap  lovri  mXa^u,  Karsten,  Frag,  80) 
and  as  homogeneous  in  its  parts — 


*'  Ncque  dividuum  est,  siquidcm  omne  sui  simile  est. 
Nee  alia  parte  valentius,  quod  prohibeat  ipsum  cohaerere 
Alia  parte  debilius :  sed  omne  plenum  est  entis  '* — 


and  other  similar  expressions,  show  that 
he  had  in  view  the  immensity  and  con- 
tinuity of  space,  in  regard  to  which 
Melissus  had  perhaps  spoken  more 
openly.  Indeed  there  is  no  reason  why 
the  speculative  mind  of  the  philosopher 
of  Elea  should  not  have  contemplated 
being  in  the  pure  idea,  and,  at  the  same 
time,  have  retained  something  of  that 
sensism  of  which  it  was  so  difficult  for 
men  to  rid  themselves  when  they  were 
just  beginning  to  philosophize  and  had 
not  yet  meditated  sufficiently  on  the 
nature  of  spirit — so  difficult  that  philo- 
sophy was  never  completely  cleared  of 
it  even  by  Plato,  as  I  could  show,  if 
this  note  were  not  already  too  long. 
But  there  will  be  other  opportunities  of 
showing  this.  In  conclusion,  I  shall 
merely  point  out  that  Aristotle  may  to 


some  extent  be  excused  for  having  takes 
the  onf  of  Parmenides  as  the  prindipk 
of  things,  for  the  reason  that,  althooig^ 
Parmenides  spoke  of  being  as  the  object 
of  reason,  he  nevertheless,  almost  at  the 
same  time,  cast  an  indirect  glance  at  the 
material  universe.    But  it  remains  nooe 
the  less  true  that  Aristotle   did  DOt 
realise  to  himself  the  necessity  of  ex- 
cluding the  continuous  and  the  con- 
tinually mutable,  and  that  he  was  wrong 
in  censuring  Parmenides  for  having  said 
that  being  is  continuous  (wnx*')  ^ 
indivisible   (a^tAiMrov),   on  the  ground 
that  the  indivisiole  is  only  the  mathe- 
matical point  (Phys,  I,  3).    In  truth, 
extension  is  really  continuous  and  indi- 
visible, although  it  owes  these  qoahdes 
to  the  sentient  principle,  as  we  hare 
shown. 
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list,  with  others  he  used  ambiguous  language  to  conceal 
so  revolting  an  absurdity ;  * 

5.°  Finally,  that  Plato  was  the  first  person  who 
expressly  attempted  to  find  the  way  in  which  the  doctrine 
of  Parmenides  concerning  the  necessity  that  a  thing  should 
endure  in  order  to  exist  might  be  retained  without  con- 
tradicting the  general  sense  of  men  in  regard  to  continuous 
motion  ;  and  this  way,  according  to  him,  was  by  admitting 
certain  things  that  are  (ideas)  and  other  things  that  become 
(the  flowing  things,  the  things  that  are  in  continuous 
change).  But  in  truth  not  even  Plato  succeeded  in  untying 
the  knot  of  this  most  curious  mystery  that  some  things 
became  and  are  not,  because  he  did  not  come  so  far  as  to  see 
that  the  continuity  of  change^  so  embarrassing  to  philo- 
sophy, was  a  pure  assumption  wholly  unsupported  by  any 
argument  of  reason,  and  admitted  on  no  other  ground  than 
that  of  a  phenomenal  illusion.f    Whether,  on  the  other 

meant  that  being  was  the  principle  of 
nature,  whereupon  (Physic.^  I,  2 ;  Afeta' 
phys,  I,  5)  he  censures  him,  saying  that 
nis  system  is  little  in  accordance  with 
nature.  Thus  Aristotle  treated  Par- 
menides much  in  the  same  way  as, 
according  to  Cardinal  Bessarion,  he 
had  treated  the  Pythagoreans:  AriS' 
toteles  ad  senstbilia  traduxit  qua  Pytha- 
gorici  de  numeris  et  substantiis  intelli- 
gibilihus  dixere  {In  CcUumn  II,  4).  The 
truth,  however,  is  that  Parmenides  con- 
tented himself,  as  I  have  stated,  with 
expounding  the  general  theory  of  being, 
without  applying  it  further  tlian  by 
showing  the  insufficiency  of  physicsd 
science.  Then  came  Plato,  who  ac- 
cepted the  general  doctrine  on  being  as 
demonstrated  by  Parmenides,  but  added 
that  it  held  good  only  for  ideal  being, 
leaving  the  things  that  are  flowing,  or, 
as  he  calls  them,  generable  things,  to 
be  considered  as  non-beings,  and  con- 
sequently involved  in  darkness,  and,  by 
themselves,  unintelligible  because  they 
never  endure  in  the  same  state.  The 
application  of  Parmenides*s  theory  of 
bemg  to  ideas  was,  therefore,  the  great 
addition  made  by  Plato  to  the  system 
of  the  great  Italian  philosopher,  and  the 
Neo-Platonists  did  Plato  an  injustice 
bv  attributing  this  addition  to  Parmen- 
ides himself. 


•  New  Essay,  vol.  iii,  no.  1127,  note. 

t  What  is  the  precise  line  that  sepa- 
rates the  systems  of  Parmenides  and 
Plato  ? — If  we  take  for  the  basis  of  our 
judgment  the  fragments  that  remain  to 
ns  of  the  works  of  Parmenides,  we  are 
bound  to  conclude  that  this  philosopher 
went  no  further  than  to  establish  a 
theory  of  being  in  general,  without 
applying  it  to  the  several  classes  and 
categories  of  beings.  Although  he  dis- 
tinctly affirms  that  being  is  truth,  and 
that  truth  is  foim4  through  reason  and 
not  through  sensible  appearances,  yet 
we  discover  in  him  no  inoications  of  an 
acquaintance  with  the  theory  of  ideas. 
On  the  contrary,  if  we  consider  what 
were  the  philosophical  systems  to  which 
he  opposed  his  own,  namely,  those  of 
the  Ionic  school,  we  plainly  see  that  his 
eye  was  turned  to  physical  and  natural 
tnings,  and  this  purely  for  the  end  that 
he  might  expose  the  fallaciousness  of 
them,  and  chiefly  as  regarded  their  con- 
tinuous flux,  and  thus  have  the  oppor- 
tunity of  replacing  mere  appearances  by 
truth.  Hence  the  second  part  of  his 
poem,  entitled  ra  vpos  ioBav,  in  which 
ne  expounds  the  doctrine  on  material 
nature  as  it  appears  to  the  senses.  But 
although  he  kept  physical  things  in  view 
simply  with  tne  said  intent,  Aristotle 
interpreted  his  doctrine  on  being  as  if  it 
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hand,  he  said  that  continuity  arises  from  the  simplicity  and 
unity  of  the  sentient  principle,  I  am  not  sure, 

1369.  To  be  convinced,  however,  that  Parmenides  in 
the  fragments  we  still  have  of  him  says  nothing  of  the 
doctrine  of  ideas,  and  that  consequently  this  doctrine  is  due 
to  Plato,  it  is  enough  to  read  those  fragments,  and  the  same 
thing  may,  in  my.  opinion,  be  inferred  with  considerable 
show  of  probability,  from  the  dialogue  which  Plato  in- 
scribed with  the  name  of  this  philosopher.    There  Socrates 
is  the  first  to  introduce  the  subject  of  species  or  ideas,  in 
arguing  with  Zeno,*  a  disciple  of  Parmenides,  and  bofli, 
disciple  and  master,  on  finding  themselves  hard  pressed  by 
the  stringent  logic  of  the  youthful  Socrates,  seem  to  feel 
indignant.    The  fragments*  of  the  poem   of  Parmenides 
certainly  indicate  three  systems:  i.°  The  system  of  those 
who  admit  only  being — the  Eleatic  system ;    2.°  That  of 
those  who  admit  only  non-being,  namely,  sensible  things 
which  are  subject  to  continuous  change — ^the  opinion  pre- 
valent in  the  Ionic  school,  and  maintained  later  on  by 
Protagoras  and  the  Sophists  ;  3.°  That  of  those  who  admit 
being  and,  at  the  same  time,  non-being,  and  to  this  class 
belonged  afterwards  Plato,  Aristotle,  and  their  followers, 
who  tried  in  some  way  to  reconcile  the  eternal  with  the 
generable.     Of  the  first  two  of  these  systems,  as  being  the 
principal  and  most  pronounced,  and  the  only  ones  which 
were  well  defined  in  his  time,  Parmenides  speaks  in  the 
beginning  of  his  poem: 

Age  vero,  ego  dicam,  tu  dicta  teneto  audiens. 

Quae    solae   sint    quaerendi    viae  ad  cognoscendum 

propositae ; 
Altero,  quod  est  neque  potest  non  esse, 
Suadae  via  est ;  Veritas  enim  comitatur ; 
Altera  quod  non  est  et  quod  necesse  est  non  esse. 
Hanc  vero  tibi  aio  plane  falsam  esse  viam. 

But  he  afterwards   subdivides  this  second    way,  the 
characteristic  of  which  consists  in  admitting  non-beings 

♦  Pp.  76,  &c.,  edit,  Btpont, 
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into  two,  namely,  the  way  of  those  who  admit  only  non- 
being  and  deny  being,  and  that  of  those  who  pretend  that 
non-being  may  be  admitted  simultaneously  with  being ; 
hence  he  says  *  : 

Primum  ab  ista  quaerendi  via  mentem  abstrahe. 
Deinde  vero  ab  ilia,  qua  mortales  utique  ignari 
Errant  ambigui ;  haesitatio  enim  in  eorum 
Cordibus    jactat    fluctuantem    mentem ;    illi    autem 

feruntur 
Surdique,  caecique,  stupore  obsessi,  dementia  saecla, 
Quibus  esse  et  non  esse  idem  aestimatur 
Et  diversum.t 

That  is,  plainly,  a  description  of  the  common  and 
vulgar  way  of  thinking,  the  way  of  the  multitude,  which, 
admitting  at  once  what  endures  and  what  does  not  endure, 
believes  the  senses,  and  draws  no  distinction  between  that 
which  truly  is  and  that  which,  being  in  continual  flux,  only 
seems  to  be. 

1370.  But  the  Eleatic  doctrine  is  founded,  not  upon  one 
principle  only,  but  upon  two,  which  are  :  i .°  what  continu- 
ally changes  and  does  not  endure  is  not  being;  2.°  being 
cannot  proceed  from  nothing. 

Thus  far  we  have  spoken  only  of  the  doctrine  which  the 
philosopher  of  Elea  deduced  from  the  first  of  these  prin- 
ciples, and  which  shows  that  the  sensible  world,  because 
contintumsly  mutabley  as  everybody  then  supposed,  was  mere 
appearance,  non-being. 

137 1.  From  the  other  principle  Parmenides  deduced 
other  properties  of  being,  affirming  it  to  be  eternal^  neces- 
sary y  the  whole  (since  outside  of  it  there  could  not  be  any- 
thing), the  universe :  Orov  ax/viQTov  TgXe&eiv  ru  vdyr   ovofjL    eTvau 

("  The  Universe  received  the  name  of  BEING,  one  and  im- 
movable ") ;  in  a  word,  he  deduced  from  that  principle  the 
whole  pantheism  of  Xenophanes.    Here,  then,  we  can  see 

*  Karsten,  Philos,  Grac,  Vet,  ReL,  45  there  is  probably  something  want- 

▼s.  33-3S.  iiig»  perhaps  a  few  lines,  although  Sim- 

t  Karsten,  vs.  45-51*  I  am  under  the  plicius  gives  them  as  consecutive, 
impression  that  between  verses  44  and 
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what  Parmenides  derived  from  his  master,  and  what  he 
added  of  his  own.  The  doctrine  deduced  from  the  principle 
A  nthilo  nihil  fit  came  to  him  directly  from  Xenophanes. 
The  doctrine  of  the  necessity  that  being  should  have  duralum 
seems  to  have  been  his  own,  so  far,  at  least,  as  we  may 
conjecture  from  the  extant  fragments  of  these  two  philo- 
sophers, and  especially  from  Aristotle's  work  On  Xenophana 
Zeno  and  Gorgias, 

In  truth,  from  the  mere  principle  that  being  must 
endurCy  that  is,  cannot  be  in  continuous  change  one  camiot 
legitimately  infer  that  there  is  but  one  beings  and  that 
eternaly  the  wholes  &c.  On  the  other  hand,  in  order  to  show 
that  there  exists,  in  point  of  fact,  a  plurality  of  beings,  it  is 
necessary  to  prove  that  sensible  things  have  duration. 
Now  to  prove  this,  one  must  overthrow  the  inveterate  pre- 
judice regarding  the  continuity  of  motion,  or  in  general, 
regarding  continuous  change.  And  this  I  have  tried  to  the 
best  of  my  abilities  to  do.* 


♦  Aristotle  attributes  the  error  of  the 
Eleatics  to  their  having  seen  only  that 
which  is  being  per  sty  which  is  one,  and  to 
their  not  having  distinguished  between 
being  simply  as  such  (simpliciter  ens,  to 
avXtis  ov)  and  potential  being  (ro  itara 
^uvafAtv  ov) ;  between  being  in  potentid 
(to  IwifMi  m)  and  being  in  act  (ro 
tvtf^%lfL  o»).  But  Aristotle's  reasoning 
moves  in  a  vicious  circle.  The  Eleatics 
did  not  admit  such  distinctions  pre- 
cisely because  they  proved  or  thought 


they  proved  the  absolute  miicity  of 
being.  Hence,  not  even  Aristotle  could 
overthrow  their  arguments,  because,  i." 
he  held  the  doctrine  of  the  contimrity 
of  motion  in  nature,  without  in  the 
least  suspecting  the  necessity  of  reject- 
ing it ;  and,  2.  ,  he  did  not  know  that 
the  First  Cause  could  not  produce  trm- 
sient  acts  within  itself,  but  must  pro- 
duce them  outside  of  itself^  which  wv 
creation ;  and  this  concept  entirely  d^ 
stroys  the  principle  of  Xmophanrs. 
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SIXTH    SPECIAL    LAW:     THE    TERM    OF    ENTIRE    AND 
COMPLEX  THOUGHT  CAN  NEVER  BE  INDEFINITE. 

1372.  Ptntie  means  that  than  which  something  can  be 
thought  greater. 

1373-  Infinite^  absolutely  speaking,  means  that  which 
nothing  can  be  thought  greater. 

1374.  We  must  not  confound  the  infinite  with  the 
indefinite^  The  indefinite  is  that  which,  being  capable  of 
always  receiving  additional  increase,  has  no  determinate 
measure,  but  is  considered  simply  as  susceptible  of  a  con- 
tinual series  of  augmentations.  Hence  the  indefinite  does 
not  express  a  being,  but  an  abstract  idea,  for  example,  the 
generic  idea  of  number,  which  corresponds  to  all  numbers, 
since  all  numbers,  no  matter  how  large  their  amount,  may 
be  increased  by  a  unit.  Hence  it  is  manifest  that  being 
can  never  be  indefinite  because,  as  we  have  seen,  the 
abstract  (formed  by  abstraction  properly  so  called)  is  not  a 


*  In  the  ancient  languages  this  dis- 
tinction— a  distinction  most  essential 
to  philosophy — ^is  wanting.  The  Latin 
word  infinitum  means,  both,  that  than 
which  nothing  greater  can  be  thought, 
and  that  than  which  something  greater 
can  always  be  thought,  and  whose 
quantum  is  not  determined.  In  Greek 
vtirtpour/Acyoy  means,  both,  that  which  is 
limited  and  that  which  is  not  indefinite 
or  indeterminate,  although  it  may  be 
such  that  a  greater  than  it  cannot  be 
thought.  Hence,  Parmenides  applies 
this  epithet  to  beings  although  he  calls 
it  ovopx^,  intawnvt  and  recognises  no- 
thing outside  of  it.  In  calling  it 
'»t')npeur/u,ivoiff  therefore,  he  manifestly 
meant  to  exclude  indetermination  from 
it.    On  the  other  hand,   Melissus,   a 


phUosopher  of  the  same  school,  calls  it 
iTntpovf  a  word  which  again  involves 
ambiguity,  because  it  expresses,  both, 
that  which  has  confines,  but  undeter- 
mined (the  indefinite),  and  that  which 
by  its  nature  has  no  confines,  because 
there  is  nothing  to  limit  or  circumscribe 
it,  nothing,  therefore,  that  could  be 
added  to  it.  Hence  Parmenides  and 
Melissus  seem  to  be  opposed  to  each 
other,  whereas  they  are  not  so.  Again, 
Aristotle,  whether  because,  as  his  custom 
is,  he  wishes  to  take  the  philosophers 
that  preceded  him  strictly  at  their  word, 
or  for  some  other  reason,  takes  Melissus's 
infinite  in  the  sense  of  indefinite^  and 
hence  commends  Parmenides  for  having 
given  to  the  All  the  name  oifinite^  and 
hnds  fault  with  Melissus  {J*hys,  HI,  i). 
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beingy  but  only  a  partial  aspect  in  which  the  spirit  lodb 
at  a  being,  in  other  words,  an  object  of  the  abstracting 
reflection  which  limits  its  attention  to  a  certain  quality  of 
a  being,  and  therefore  always  implies  the  previous  appre- 
hension of  the  being  from  which  the  abstraction  is  made, 
and  in  which  the  abstract  is  seen. 

1375.  It  has  been  objected  to  me  that  I  admit  as  the 
primitive  object  of  intuition  a  universal,  indeterminate, 
abstract  being,  viz.,  ideal  being. 

I  have  explained  myself  in  regard  to  this  in  manj 
places,  and,  among  the  rest,  in  the  New  Essay^  where, 
speaking  of  universality  and  indetermination,  I  used  the 
following  words : 

"We  must  not  suppose  that  any  one  thing  can  be 
universal  in  itself.  Each  thing,  in  so  far  as  it  is,  is  singular 
and  determinate.  A  U7iiversaly  therefore,  simply  means 
an  entity  of  such  a  nature  that  we  can  by  means  of 
it  know  many,  in  fact,  an  indefinite  number  of  things. 
Consequently,  universalis  is  nothing  but  a  rekUion^  and, 
properly  speaking,  can  only  belong  to  ideas ;  for,  as  we 
have  seen,  it  is  through  ideas  that  we  are  able  to  cognise  an 
indefinite  number  of  things,  and  under  this  aspect  each  idea 
is  called  a  species'*  * 

And  as  to  the  abstractness  which,  it  is  alleged,  I  attri- 
bute to  the  idea  of  being,  I  have,  in  the  same  work,  ex- 
pressed myself  thus  : 

"  When,  in  the  course  of  this  work,  I  give  to  the  idea  of 
being  taken  universally  the  appellation  of  most  abstract^  I 
mean,  not  that  it  is  produced  by  an  abstraction,  but  only 
that  of  its  own  nature  it  stands  entirely  apart  from  all  sub- 
sisting beings**  t 

But  as  it  seems  to  me  a  waste  of  time  to  repeat  here 
what  is  already  before  the  public,  I  will  rather,  in  a  general 
way,  request  the  attention  of  those  who  honour  me  with 
their  criticisms  to  the  many  other  passages  in  which  I  set 
forth  my  thoughts,  being  persuaded  that  their  judgments, 
even  when  severe,  will  be  of  great  service  to  me  and  to  the 

*  New  Essay f  vol.  ii,  no.  1020.  f  New  Essay,  vol.  iii,  no.  1455. 
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public,  provided  they  be  more  attentive  than  has  as  yet 
been  the  case. 

Instead,  then,  of  copying  other  passages  from  my  pre- 
vious works,  I  will  here  add  some  considerations  which  are 
either  new,  or  expressed  in  a  new  way. 

1376.  I  ask,  then :  Could  anyone  ever  think  the  abstract 
idea  of  colour,  without  knowing,  or  ever  having  known  any 
particular  colour  ?  Could  he  think  sound  in  the  abstract, 
without  having  ever  known  any  particular  sound,  and  so 
on  as  regards  other  sensible  things  ?    I  think  not. 

This  conclusion,  be  it  observed,  I  draw  not  merely 
from  experience,  but  from  the  very  nature  of  the  abstract 
ideas  of  colour,  sound,  taste,  &c.  In  truth,  what  does 
abstract  colour,  abstract  sound,  abstract  taste  mean  ? 
Nothing  else  than  what  is  common  in  the  particular  sensa- 
tions respectively,  of  colour,  sound,  taste.  Now  what  is 
common,  simply  common,  to  several  particular  things,  and 
not  exclusively  proper  to  each  of  them,  cannot  be  thought 
without  in  some  way  being  referred  to  the  particular  things 
in  which  it  occurs. 

Now  does  the  same  remark  apply  to  being  taken  uni- 
versally? At  first  sight  it  would  seem  that  it  does,  because 
being  taken  universally  is  common  to  absolutely  all  parti- 
cular and  real  things  ;  but  upon  closer  examination  we  find 
that  it  does  not  apply.  The  reason  is,  that  this  kind  of 
being  is  not  simply  cammony  so  as  to  exclude  the  proper ; 
on  the  contrary,  it  includes,  in  a  common  manner,  the 
proper  also.  In  fact,  ideal  being  [the  being  seen  in  the 
primal  idea]  is  what  is  realised  not  only  in  the  substance 
of  things,  but  also  in  their  accidents,  not  only  in  what  they 
have  of  generic  and  abstract-specific,  but  also  in  what  they 
have  of  fiiU-specific,  or  of  proper;  so  that  ideal  being 
embraces  the  whole  of  the  thing,  and  (although  not  all  in 
the  same  way)  all  that  is  in  it,  and  hence  it  is  not  merely 
an  element  common  to  all  beings  to  the  exclusion  of 
what  is  proper  to  each  of  them.  It  follows,  that  ideal  being 
has  a  nature  entirely  different  from  that  of.  the  abstracts, 
which  express  only  what  there  is  of  generic  or  abstract- 
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specific  in  beings,  and  exclude  their  dififerences.  Hence 
abstracts  cannot  exist  in  our  thought  by  themselves  aloQCi 
but  require  some  support  in  the  perceptions  or  in  the  M 
species  which  the  perceptions  leave  behind  them  in  oor 
spirit,  because  by  themselves  alone  they  are  not  ideas  of 
beings.  The  idea  of  being,  on  the  contrary,  has  emin- 
ently and  essentially  this  characteristic  that  it  manifests 
each  being  with  all  that  that  being  requires  in  order  to 
be  such,  although  a  part  of  this  whole  is  contained  in  it 
[the  idea  of  being]  only  virtually. 

From  this  first  difference  there  arises  a  second  which 
shows  the  very  great  diversity  that  exists  between  abstracts 
properly  so  called,  and  universal  ideal  being.  Abstracts 
express  entities  of  such  a  nature  that  they  neither  have  nor 
can  have  an  act  of  existence  proper  to  themselves.  In&d^ 
no  abstract  taken  by  itself  alone  could  furnish  an  artist 
with  a  model  for  a  statue  or  for  a  painting.  The  act  of 
existing  is  outside  of  the  abstract,  or,  at  least,  is  rendered 
impossible  by  it.  No  one  will  ever  conceive  any  proper  act 
of  existing  in  abstract  colour,  or  in  abstract  sound,  or  even 
in  abstract  substance  (considered  exclusively  of  accidents); 
whereas  the  idea  of  being  is  precisely  what  manifests  every 
act  of  existing,  and  therefore  its  object  lacks  nothing  of 
what  is  necessary  for  being  intuited  by  thought;  although, 
as  we  have  already  observed,  thought  does  not,  vdthin  that 
idea,  determine  anything  special,  while  at  the  same  time  it 
does  not  exclude  it,  nay  supposes  it,  demands  it,  expecting 
to  find  it  at  any  moment. 

Therefore  the  characteristics  of  ideal  being  are,  not  only 
not  the  same  as  those  of  ahstractSy  but  entirely  opposed  to 
them.  The  former  has  all  that  is  necessary  to  constitute 
being,  because  it  is  precisely  being  intuited  by  the  mindt 
and,  therefore,  can  be  conceived  by  itself  alone ;  the  latta 
lack,  or,  to  say  better,  exclude  several  things  necessary  to 
constitute  the  being  to  which  they  relate.  For  this  reason, 
they  cannot  by  themselves  be  objects  of  complex  thought, 
but  only  of  partial  thought,  of  abstracting  reflection. 

1377.  And  here  we  see  what  there  is  of  truth  and  what 
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of  error  in  the  doctrine  of  Dugald  Stewart  and  other 
Nominalists,  who  maintain  that  abstracts  are  only  wordsy 
which  the  mind  uses  in  order  to  pass  at  pleasure  from  one 
particular  idea  to  another;  and  they  adduce  in  support  of 
their  view  the  use  made  by  algebraists  of  the  letters  of  the 
alphabet  in  order  to  work  out  their  calculations.  These 
philosophers  err: 

i.°  In  not  knowing  that  an  idea  is  essentially  a  uni- 
versaly  although  it  may  manifest  the  being  to  which  it  refers 
with- all  its  conditions  and  qualities,  even  such  as  are 
accidental ;  and  that  it  cannot  be  called  particular y  except 
in  so  &r  as  it  is  considered  in  the  perception  and  bound  up 
with  it.  This,  however,  is  a  condition  extrinsic  to  the  idea 
itself,  and  relative  to  the  spirit  which  thus  binds  it.  But 
although  the  idea  is  universal  of  its  nature,  it  is  not  of  its 
nature  abstract,  since  it  can  manifest  everything  that  is 
capable  of  coming  within  a  being.  Hence,  ideal  being,  or 
cmy  ideal  being  which  is  not  an  abstract,  is  thinkable  with- 
out its  being  necessary  to  think  any  subsistent  being.  In 
order  that  we  may  think  a  non-abstract  ideal  being  (a  full 
idea\  no  signs  are  necessary,  but  it  is  necessary,  either  that 
it  should  be  given  to  our  spirit  by  nature,  or  that  the  spirit 
should  draw  it  from  perception,  for  which  purpose  the  use 
of  words  is  not  indispensable.* 

1378.  2.°  Abstract  ideas  cannot  be  thought  by  us  if 
our  mind  is  altogether  devoid  of  the  full  ideas  to  which 
they  relate.  Nevertheless  it  is  sufficient  that  these  full 
ideas  be  in  the  mind  without  any  attention  on  our  part ; 
for,  as  we  have  already  seen,  to  abstract  is  merely  to 
concentrate  and  limit  the  attention  of  the  mind  to  some 
quality  occurring  in  a  full  idea,  and  withdrawing  the  atten- 
tion from  all  the  rest  that  is  contained  in  it.  That  ideas  or 
parts  of  ideas  exist  in  our  mind  without  our  giving  atten- 
tion to  them  is  a  psychological  fact  beyond  all  question, 
and  of  the  highest  importance.  These  ideas  are  continu- 
ally being  intuited,  but  without  advertence,  or  with  an 
advertence  that  is  not  directed  to  one  of  them  more  than  to 

*  New  Essay t  vol.  ii,  nos.  517,  520,  521. 
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another,  and  hence  it  is  that  we  can,  when  we  wish,  pass 
with  more  or  less  facility  from  the  abstract  idea  to  the  iidl 
one  to  which  it  refers.*  Now  this  is  the  part  of  the  trmk 
that  was  seen,  or  partly  seen,  by  the  Nominalists  of  whom! 
am  speaking.  But  from  the  fact  that  the  abstract  cannot 
be  thought  unless  there  be  in  the  mind  the  full-idea  (am- 
founded  by  them  with  the  particular  idea)  they  drew  a  fobe 
conclusion,  namely,  that  the  abstract  was  nothing  in  tbe 
mind,  and  merely  a  sign  outside  of  the  mind.  To  thistbqr 
were  led  also  by  not  observing, 

i379«  3«°  That  it  is  one  thing  to  ask :  "What  is  neces- 
sary to  an  idea  simply  in  order  that  it  may  be  IhinhAkt" 
and  another  thing  to  ask :  "  What  is  necessary  in  onkr 
that  a  man  may  be  able  actually  to  farm  that  idea  to  him- 
self, actually  to  th^nk  it  ? "  To  render  the  abstract  think- 
able, it  is  sufficient  that  the  full  idea  or  ideas  to  which  it 
refers,  and  from  which  it  is  drawn,  be  in  the  man's  mind. 
But  to  enable  the  man  actually  to  think  that  abstract,  there 
must  be  an  end,  a  term,  or  a  motive  impelling  him  to  it, 
because  the  activity  of  the  human  spirit  is  invariably  roused 
to  action  by  its  term.  And  since  the  abstract,  as  abstract, 
does  not  exist,  it  cannot  draw  the  spirit  to  it.  But  if  it  is 
tied  to  a  sensible  sign,  it  can  stimulate  and  attract  the 
attention  of  the  mind,  and  this  was  why  we  formerly  under- 
took to  show  the  utility  of  language,  or,  speaking  more 
correctly,  of  signs,  for  the  formation  of  abstracts,  a 
utility  which  simply  consists  in  presenting  to  the  spirit  a 
stimulus  and  term  to  move  it  to  concentrate  and  fix  its 
attention  in  the  way  we  have  described  at  some  length,t 
and  shall  again  submit  to  examination  further  on.    Nov 


*  Here  it  must  be  observed,  that 
when  the  identical  corporeal  being  is 
perceived  with  different  sensorial  or- 
gans, in  order  that  we  may  have  the 
nill  idea  of  that  being,  it  is  by  no  means 
necessary  that  we  should  clothe  it  with 
all  its  sensible  Qualities ;  it  suffices  that 
we  clothe  it  witn  the  qualities  that  are 
found  in  any  one  perception,  and  a  per- 
ception is  always  limited  to  a  single 
sensation.  If  it  were  further  asked  how 


it  is  that  the  being  given  ns  by  sevtni 
perceptions  of  the  same  sensorial  oi{a> 
or  b)r  perceptions  of  sereral  dsuis,  is 
identical,  my  reply  would  be  t£it  dis 
arises  from  Uie  association  of  sgrwitiMs 
and  perceptions,  which  takes  pbcc 
through  the  identity  of  apace,  and 
through  reasoning  (See  New  JSsst^,  &c^ 
vol.  ii,  no.  941,  &c.). 

t  N€W  £ssay,  &c.,  vol  ii,  nos.  pi 
522. 
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this  fact  also,  not  being  properly  observed  by  the  Nomi- 
nalists, helped  to  mislead  them.  From  the  utility  of  lan- 
guage for  the  formation  of  abstracts,  they  concluded  that 
these  abstracts  were  nothing  in  themselves,  and  therefore 
incapable  of  being  either  formed  or  thought  without  the 
signs  afforded  by  language.  * 

1380.  4.°  Lastly,  the  example  which  they  adduce  in 
confirmation  of  their  doctrine,  viz.,  the  use  that  the 
algebraist  makes  of  the  letters  of  the  alphabet,  far  firom 
telling  in  their  favour,  does  exactly  the  contrary.  Surely, 
that  which  the  letters  of  the  alphabet  mark  for  the 
algebraist  is  different  fi-om  the  truth  which  he  tries  to  dis- 
cover by  their  use.  It  is  true  that  algebraic  signs  indicate 
abstract  quantities  (and  discrete  quantity,  even  when  it  is 
determinate,  is  always  an  abstract) ;  but  the  algebraist  does 
not  use  it  merely  to  mark  such  quantities,  but  principally 
to  discover  their  relations.  In  fact,  when  he  writes 
a  +  ^,  =  d'Cy  what  does  he  aim  at  ?  He  aims,  in  the  first 
case,  at  expressing  the  relation  of  addition  which  exists 
between  any  two  quantities  (abstract  and  indeterminate) 
marked  by  the  two  letters  a  and  by  and,  in  the  second  case, 
the  relation  of  subtraction  which  exists  between  any  two 
quantities  marked  by  the  two  letters  d  and  c.  Now  when, 
equating  the  two  fiinctions  of  a^  he  found  that  a  =  rf-^-i, 
that  is,  that  the  value  of  a  was  equal  to  the  value  of  d 
minus  the  sum  of  c  and  b.  his  mind  directed  its  attention  to 
the  relation  of  equality  between  the  two  fiinctions,  and, 
as  a  result,  united  them  by  the  sign  of  equality ;  then  he 
directed  his  attention  to  the  consequence  which  sprang 
therefrom,  and  this  consequence  was  the  discovery  of  the 
value  of  a  relatively  to  the  other  three  letters.  If  then  the 
algebraist  carried  on  his  calculation  keeping  this  relation 
in  view,  and  united  these  letters  by  various  signs,  it  is 
evident  that  his  mind  thought  of  the  said  relation  and 
its  consequences  before  he  put  down  upon  paper  the  signs 
which  expressed  them.  He,  therefore,  thought  them  with- 
out their  signs,  and  the  signs  came  afterwards  in  con- 
sequence of  their  being  already  in  his  mind.    But  relations 
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are  themselves  abstractions,  and  abstractions  of  a  mudi 
higher  order  than  those  of  the  simple  quantities  between 
which  they  intervene.  Hence,  the  use  of  algebraic  agns 
plainly  proves  that  abstracts  are  thinkable  by  themselves 
without  any  need  of  signs,  and  that  the  use  of  these  would 
be  impossible,  if  the  mind* did  not,  in  fact,  think  tbe 
abstracts  without  them.  The  use  of  algebraic  signs,  there- 
fore, implies  that  the  mind  has  already  come  into  posses- 
sion of  abstracts,  and  very  high  ones,  but  does  not  explam 
in  the  least  how  the  mind  formed  them ;  much  less  does  it 
answer  the  question  :  "  What  is  necessary  to  make  them 
thinkable  ? "  Signs  merely  help  the  mind  to  keep  before 
it  the  series  of  the  relations,  which  fi-om  its  length  and 
multiplicity  would  otherwise  be  very  apt  to  vanish. 
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CHAPTER    XI. 

SEVENTH  SPECIAL  LAW :  THE  TERM  OF  COMPLEX  THOUGHT 
IS  EITHER  A  FINITE  OR  AN  INFINITE;  BUT  THE  ONE 
CAN  NEVER  CHANGE  INTO  THE  OTHER. 


1 38 1.  Being,  therefore,  cannot  be  indefinite,  and  so  the 
indefinite,  not  having  all  that  is  necessary  to  constitute 
being,  cannot  by  itself  be  an  object  to  thought. 

But  although  being  never  can  be  indefinite,*  it  may  be 
either  finite  or  infinite. 

1382.  Now  what  we  particularly  wish,  in  stating  this 
law,  is  that  the  reader  should  carefiiUy  note  ihaXjim'teness 
or  tnfintkness  is  an  ontological  quality,  that  is,  a  quality  so 
essential  to  the  being  respectively  thought,  that  it  could 
not  be  detached  fi-om  that  being  without  destroying  its 
identity. 

Hence,  if  a  being  be  finite,  it  never  can,  however  much 
it  may  be  increased  or  multiplied,  change  its  nature ;  it 
will  always  remain  finite. 

In  like  manner,  if  a  being  be  infinite,  it  can  never  be 
divided  so  as  to  be  rendered  finite.  And  if  in  the  infinite 
our  mind  can  distinguish  more  things  than  one,  each  of 


*  Here  someone  may  say :  How  is  it, 
then,  that  you  c&ll  ideal  being,  which 
essentially  constitutes  the  object  of  the 
human  mind,  indeterminate  f — I  call  it 
indeterminate,  not  as  though  it  were  so 
in  itself,  but  because  it  is  so  relatively 
to  contingent  realities,  as  the  means  of 
knowing  these  realities,  inasmuch  as  it 
does  not  make  known  one  more  than 
another  imless  feeling  be  added  to  it. 
The  indetemUnation  of  ideal  being, 
therefore,  is  not  a  quality  inherent  to 
it,  but  only  a  relation  which  it  has  to 


contingent  things,  and  which  remains 
indeterminate.  Consequently,  it  is  an 
indetermination  foreign  to  ideal  being 
itself.  Thus  a  portrait  resembling 
several  persons  at  once  would  be  called 
indeterminate,  although  it  would  not, 
on  that  account,  be  so  in  itself.  In  like 
manner,  a  portrait  of  which  no  one 
knew  the  onginal,  would  be  considered 
as  indeterminate  until  that  original  was 
discovered ;  but  in  itself  it  is  alwavs 
determinate,  whether  tne  original  be 
known  or  not. 
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these  must  still  be  infinite,  and  must,  whether  we  advert  to 
the  fact  or  not,  contain,  either  virtually  or  actually,  all  the 
rest ;  otherwise  it  is  no  longer  of  that  being"  that  we  thinL 

1383.  Another  consequence  follows.  If  the  infinite  is 
thought,  it  must  be  thought  entire,  or  not  at  all.  Neverthe- 
less it  may  be  thought  in  a  limited  modey  but  the  limitation 
must  be  attributed  to  the  mode  of  thinking,  and  not  to  the 
object  of  the  thought.  This  limitation,  solely  due  to  the 
mode  of  thinking,  takes  place  when  the  intelligent  subject 
who  thinks  an  infinite  being  is  aware  that  he  does  not 
think  it  in  its  totality,  in  other  words,  is  aware  that  beyond 
that  part  of  it  which  his  thought  embraces,  its  nature 
extends  without  confine  or  measure,  and  that  what  he 
thinks  contains  all,  although,  to  him,  it  appears  only  vir- 
tually and  implicitly.  Clearly,  this  belong^  to  the  mode  of 
knowing.  Thus  a  person  who  has  poor  sight  will  not  see 
a  man  so  well  as  one  whose  sight  is  good,  and  still  both 
see  the  same  man. 

1384.  To  make  this  clearer,  let  us  remember  that 
thought  has  for  its  object,  i.°  ideal  being,  which,  as  we 
have  seen,  does  not  admit  of  measure ;  2.®  real  being,  whid 
admits  of  measure. 

Hence  arise  two  questions : 

i.°  How  can  infinite  ideal  being  be  thought  ?  I  reply: 
In  the  manner  in  which  the  fact  shows  that  it  is  thought 
Now,  when  after  being  simply  thought,  it  is  also  observed, 
the  observer,  by  making  use  of  reasoning,  soon  discovers 
that  in  its  infinity  it  is  so  absolutely  simple  as  not  to  admit 
of  any  division  or  separation.  Hence  the  question  here 
proposed  is  not  even  possible,  and  ought  rather  to  be 
replaced  by  this  other :  "  How  is  it  that  we  cannot  think 
ideal  being  except  on  condition  of  thinking  it  as  infinite?" 
To  which  the  reply  would  be  as  above  :  Because  it  is  per- 
fectly simple  and  one. 

1385.  2.°  How  can  infinite  real  being  be  thought  ?  To 
this  I  answer :  Infinite  real  being  is  the  same  being  that  is 
seen  in  the  idea,  under  the  form  of  reality.  Now  for  the 
same  reason  that  the  ideal,  though  infinite,  is  seen,  there  is 
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no  absurdity  in  saying  that  the  infinite  real  can  be  seen^ 
since  it  is  the  identical,  perfectly  simple  one,  that  is  intuited 
in  the  ideal. 

1386.  But  though  these  replies  are  sufficient  for  those 
who  can  dive  to  the  bottom  of  this  question,  nevertheless  it 
seems  advisable  to  give  a  fuller  exposition  of  them.  The 
truth  is,  the  perceptions  which  most  rivet  the  attention  are 
those  of  bodies  and  other  contingent  things.  As  a  conse- 
quence, people,  when  discoursing  on  the  perception  of  the 
real,  are  wont  to  be  guided  by  what  they  know  of  these,  as 
if  there  could  be  no  other  way  of  perceiving ;  and  yet  it 
never  will  be  possible,  by  means  of  such,  to  explain  the 
perception  of  the  infinite,  which  belongs  to  a  supernatural 
order.  This  is  why  the  possibility  of  the  perception  of  the 
infinite  is  so  difficult  to  understand. 

Bodies  are  perceived  by  a  true  action  which  they  exercise 
in  us.  Hence  what  we  think  in  the  concept  of  bodies  is  a 
mixture  of  subjective  and  extra-subjective.  This  corporeal 
being,  which  is  made  up  partly  of  our  own  feeling,  and 
partly  of  a  force  acting  in  it,  is  not  per  se  an  object  of 
thought,  but  is  thought  in  the  object  [ideal  being.  Tr.]. 
The  object,  therefore,  is  foreign  to  it,  but  the  mind  unites  it 
to  the  corporeal  being  as  a  necessary  means  of  cognition. 

If  we  consider  the  perception  which  we  have  of  our- 
selves, in  so  far  as  we  are  each  of  us  a  substantial  feeling,. 
we  again  find  that  what  we  think  in  this  perception  is 
simply  the  siibjecty  which  is  objectified  by  us,  because  other- 
wise it  could  not  be  intellectually  perceived. 

Since,  therefore,  the  subject  is  finite,  all  that  is  known 
either  in  knowing  it  or  its  modifications,  or  in  knowing  the 
agent  that  modifies  it,  must  necessarily  be  finite ;  because 
the  finite  cannot  feel  in  itself  any  modifying  action  but  a 
finite  one,  even  as  the  modification  produced  in  it  can  only 
be  finite. 

Moreover,  since  the  percipient  subject^  that  is  ourselves, 
is  multiple,  all  that  is  perceived  as  a  passion  or  modifica- 
tion of  this  multiple,  or  as  the  immediate  agent  or  cause  of 
such  modification,  cannot  be  perceived  as  altogether  one 
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and  simple,  but  must  be  perceived  with  a  certain  multi- 
plicity ;  since  wherever  there  is  a  confine,  there  necessarily 
is  multiplicity. 

The  infinite,  therefore,  being  in  the  higfhest  degree  one 
and  simple,  cannot  be  perceived  in  this  way,  that  is,  as  a 
modification  of  ourselves,  or  as  the  force  which  immediately 
produces  it.*  Hence,  if  there  were  only  this  kind  of  per- 
ception, the  perception  of  the  infinite  would  be  inexplicable; 
but  there  is  another  kind. 

The  infinite  being  is  essentially  object:  therefore,  in 
the  perception  of  the  infinite  there  can  be  nothing  sub- 
jective. Now  when  we  say  that  it  is  object,  we  mean 
that  we  know  it  by  distinguishing  and  separating  it  from, 
and  placing  it  in  opposition  to,  ourselves.  Here  there 
is  no  passion  produced  by  the  infinite  in  the  subject,  no 
perceiving  the  infinite  as  agent;  the  infinite  is  perceived 
simply  as  being:  and  if  it  is  the  cause  of  transient  acts, 
these  cannot  be  confounded  with  it;  they  are  external  to  it; 
they  do  not  constitute  its  concept.  This  object,  therefore, 
is  not  confounded  with  the  subject,  but  is  intuited  and  per- 
ceived in  itself;  consequently  it  cannot  receive  fix)m  the 
subject  any  confine  or  multiplicity  affecting  itself.t  Such 
being  the  case,  the  subject,  in  order  to  perceive  the  infinite, 
has  no  need  to  give  it  its  own  measure,  as  must  happen, 
for  example,  in  touch,  in  which  the  part  touching  is 
measured  by  the  part  touched,  or  to  attribute  to  it  any- 
thing of  its  own  limitation.  In  this  way  the  seeming  im- 
possibility that  a  finite  being  should  perceive  an  infinite 
one  (I  mean,  of  course,  in  the  supernatural  order),  is 
removed,  and  the  principle  of  Protagoras,  "  that  man  is  the 
measure  of  all  things,"  falls  to  the  ground.J 

1387.  It  may  be  said  that  this  kind  of  objective  percep- 

♦  New  Essay f  See,  vol.  ii,  nos.  680-  even  be  acted  upon  by  another  agent, 

68d..  but  can  only  intmte,  know.    If  it  acts, 

r  Restoration,  &c.,  Bk.  Ill,  chap,  it  does  so  only  because,  besides  being 

xlvii.  intellective,  it  is  somethbig  else,  that  is, 

X  Here  be  it  observed  that  the  inUl»  sensitive  (whence  it  is  caued  rational), 

lective  principle,  as  such,  has  its  whole  and  in  acting  derives  the  law  of  its 

activity  actuated    in  the    object,  and  action  from  what  it  knows,  and  its 

hence  receives  from  it  this  singular  con-  action  may  even  consist  in  the  frmtioa 

dition  that,  as  such,  it  cannot  act,  or  of  what  it  knows. 
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tion  is  mysterious.  Certainly  it  is  so,  and  it  appears 
mysterious  to  man  because  he  has  no  example  of  it  in  any 
of  the  perceptions  of  finite  things,  firom  which  he  arbitrarily 
deduces  the  law  of  perception.  But  this  does  not  render 
it  any  the  less  an  undeniable  fact — a  fact  of  which  we  have 
an  example  in  nature  in  the  intuition  of  ideal  being.  Now 
the  fact  of  this  intuition  must  be  admitted  even  when  it 
seems  mysterious  to  us  in  consequence  of  its  running 
counter  to  our  usual  habit  of  reasoning ;  which,  after  all,  is 
the  only  objection  that  can  be  urged  against  the  admission, 
there  being  really  nothing  absurd  in  the  fact  itself;  on  the 
contrary,  those  who  have  strength  of  mind  enough  to  rise 
above  such  habits,  which  have  the  effect  of  unduly  limit- 
ing the  sphere  of  human  reasoning,  come  to  see  quite 
plainly  that  this  fact  is  evidently  true,  and  so  necessary 
that,  without  it,  none  of  the  operations  of  our  mind  could 
be  explained,  and  all  thought,  no  matter  of  what  class, 
would  be  impossible. 

1388.  It  is  true  that  fi-om  the  perception  of  the  infinite 
the  percipient  subject  afterwards  experiences  in  himself  a 
feeling  of  jubilation  and  felicity,  which  is  so  peculiar  as  to 
be  altogether  unlike  any  other  feeling,  and  to  bear  testi- 
mony to  its  infinite  source.  But  this  feeling  is  only  an 
effect  of  the  objective  perception ;  though  closely  united 
with  this  perception,  it  is  not  the  perception  itself,  and  can 
never  be  confounded  therewith.  It  is  finite,  but,  being 
indivisible  firom  the  objective  perception,  it  seems  to  be 
itself  also  infinite,  inasmuch  as  that  perception  is,  in  the 
unity  of  man,  so  conjoined  with  it,  as  to  form,  so  to  speak, 
its  complement  and  apex. 

Hence,  by  taking  this  objective  perception  in  union  with 
the  feeling  produced  by  it  in  the  subject,  that  is  to  say,  by 
taking  this  communication  of  the  infinite  to  the  finite  as 
one  whole,  we  find  that  the  knowledge  of  the  infinite  is,  on 
one  side,  infinite,  and  on  the  other,  finite.  It  is  infinite 
relatively  to  the  object  intuited  and  perceived,  it  is  finite 
relatively  to  the  feeling  which  it  produces  in  the  subject. 

1389.  For  this  reason  it  can  be  said  with  perfect  truth, 
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that  by  the  blessed  in  heaven,  who  enjoy  the  beatific  vbion^ 
God  is  perceived  entire  but  not  entirely^  inasmuch  as  the 
object  is  God  Himself  without  any  division ;  but  the  feeling 
produced  in  them  by  the  object  is  not  equal  to  all  the  action 
that  God  could  cause  to  be  felt.  God,  therefore,  is  per- 
ceived entirely  as  betngy  but  not  entirely  as  agent.  But  upe 
must  show  how  God  can  be  an  agent  in  those  intelligent 
creatures  that  perceive  Him. 

1390.  The  concept  of  God  as  acting  in  the  subjects  that 
have  perception  of  Him  may  be  falsified  in  two  ways:  the 
Jirsty  by  making  God  do  nothing  at  all,  and  the  subject 
alone  act  by  deriving  firom  the  infinite  object  of  his  own 
perception  the  joyous  feeling  that  forms  his  beatitude ;  the 
other^  by  making  God  act  in  the  subject  in  a  subjective  way, 
as  finite  beings  do  in  man,  by  simply  modifying  him. 

Between  these  two  erroneous  views  there  is  a  third, 
which  is  the  true  one.  Granting,  then,  that  God,  when 
giving  Himself  to  be  perceived,  acts  most  powerfully  in  the 
percipient  subject,  and  yet  does  not  act  by  immediately 
modifying  that  subject,  I  ask,  what  is  that  mode  of  acting 
upon  the  finite  subject,  that  belongs  to  God  alone,  and  does 
not  consist  in  a  simple  modification  or  passion  ? 

Be  it  observed  that  when  we  say  simple  modijicatim  or 
passioHy  we  mean  that  the  substance  of  the  subject  is  not 
changed,  or  increased,  much  less  produced :  it  remains 
what  it  was  before  that  modification  or  passion  happened 
to  it ;  it  is  still  identically  the  same  in  quantity ;  only  that 
it  is  in  a  new  mode ;  or  to  put  the  thing  in  another  way 
which  expresses  still  better  our  concept,  the  agent  which 
simply  modifies  that  substance  does  not  produce  it,  but 
supposes  it  as  already  produced  and  capable  of  receiving 
its  action.  On  the  contrary,  the  action  of  God  is  always  a 
a  creative  action,*  that  is  to  say,  He  operates  by  an  act 
which  posits  a  being  with  its  determinate  quantity  and 
quality,  and  does  not  suppose  it  to  be  already  subsistent  so 
that  He  may  operate  in  it. 

The  reason  of  this  is,  that  God  is  the  cause  of  the  whole 

♦  Theodicy,  nos.  547,  548. 
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being,  and  since  God  does  everything  with  a  single  and 
perfectly  simple  act,  He  must  necessarily,  by  the  same  act 
whereby  He  posits  the  substance,  posit  also  its  accidents, 
whatever  duration  they  may  have,  and  not  produce  the  acci- 
dents by  a  different  act.  Any  other  mode  of  action  would 
conflict,  not  only  with  the  singleness  and  simplicity  of  the 
act  whereby  Grod  does  all  that  He  does,  but  also  with  the 
perfect  simplicity  of  His  substance.*  Indeed,  in  Grod,  sub- 
stance and  action  are  identically  the  same  thing,  whereas, 
in  created  beings,  the  substance  is  one  thing  and  the 
acts  of  the  substance  are  another.  In  fact,  we  have  seen 
that  in  created  substances  there  can  be  transient  acts, 
whereas  Grod  can  indeed  be  the  cause  of  transient  acts, 
but  these  can  never  be  in  Him,  and  must  necessarily  remain 
distinct  from  Him.  Since,  then,  in  created  natures, 
activities  and  substance  are  distinct,  it  comes  to  pass  that 
when  one  nature  acts  upon  another,  it  enters  into  the  other 
merely  with  its  activity  and  not  with  its  substance,  and  that 
the  activity  of  the  one  can  only  modify  the  activity  of  the 
other,  but  never  produce  the  substance  itself.  If,  therefore, 
Grod  were  the  immediate  agent  in  substances,  and  modified 
their  activities  without  creating  the  substances  themselves, 
but  supposing  these  to  be  already  in  existence,  then  the 
activity  of  Grod,  and  not  His  substance,  would  enter  into 
the  contingent  substances,  because  what  is  passive  and 
modified  never  receives  the  substance  but  only  the  activity 
of  that  which  is  active  and  modifying ;  consequently  there 
would  be  in  Grod  a  real  division  between  His  action  and  His 
being,  to  say  which  is  an  absurdity.  The  necessary  out- 
come of  this  is,  that  Grod  cannot  act  except  by  way  of  crea- 
tion, that  is,  by  creating  at  every  moment  the  whole  of  the 
contingent  being,  I  mean  the  being  with  all  its  modifications, 
since  it  would  be  equally  absurd  to  say  that  Grod  enters  with 
His  substance  into  a  being  which  did  not  yet  exist. 

*  When  we  apply  the  terms  substance^  by  theologians,  and  which  has  been  es- 

/Ection^  &c.,  to  Grod,  we  do  not  mean  pecially  ducidated   in    the   work  De 

that  these  concepts  apply  to  Grod  in  the  Divinis  Nominibus,  and  in  the  writings 

same  sense  as  they  do  to  created  things,  of  St.  Thomas, 
but  we  use  them  m  the  sense  explained 
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It  is,  then,  a  settled  point,  that  the  substance  itself  of 
an  agent  can  never  be  received  into  a  being*  on  which  that 
agent  happens  to  act. 

If  the  reader  bears  all  these  things  in  mind,  he  will  no 
longer  find  it  difficult  to  understand  how  Grod,  when  per- 
ceived, can  act,  and  act  most  powerfully,  in  those  who  per- 
ceive Him.     For  in  this  act  two  things  occur : 

i.°  The  intelligent  subject,  to  whom  the  perception  of 
God  is  given,  and  who,  therefore,  possesses  God  as  object 
of  his  intellect,  may  by  his  own  activity  cling  to  Gtxi  and 
enjoy  Him  with  all  his  might  through  loving  contem- 
plation ; 

2.°  At  the  same  time,  those  forces  whereby  he  enjoys 
God  are  given  to  him  in  a  certain  measure  by  Grod  Him- 
self as  his  Creator,  that  is,  as  that  cause  which  pnxiuces 
him  totally  with  all  the  acts  of  fruition  that  he  performs. 

1 39 1.  Hence  the  fruition  is  limited,  because  it  is  an  act 
of  the  subject  (an  act,  however,  created  by  Grod  along  with 
the  subject) ;  but  the  object  of  the  fruition  is  infinite.  It  is 
in  this  sense  that  God  is  perceived  entire^  and  cannot  be 
perceived  otherwise,  being  indivisible.  Nevertheless,  He 
cannot  be  perceived  entirely  in  respect  to  the  good  derived 
from  Him  by  the  subject,  because  the  nature  of  the  subject, 
and  the  forces  of  this  nature,  and  the  acts  of  these  forces 
are  limited. 

1392.  Hence  it  also  follows,  that  what  is  enjoyed  of  God 
is  always  Grod,  because  the  entire  Grod  is  enjoyed ;  but  fiiom 
the  limitation  of  the  act  whereby  an  intelligent  subject 
adheres  to  God,  it  seems  as  if  God  were  divided,  since 
different  subjects  endowed  with  different  amounts  of  force 
enjoy  Him  differently.  .  And  yet  they  all  enjoy  the  infinite^ 
and  it  was  in  this  sense  that  we  said  that  the  object  of 
complex  thought  is  either  an  infinite  or  a  finite  being,  and 
that  the  one  can  never  change  into  the  other;  although 
the  infinite,  in  consequence  of  being  enjoyed  in  a  greater 
or  lesser  degree,  seems  to  be  divided,  diminished  or  in- 
creased in  our  concept  of  it,  when  this  concept  takes  as  its 
measure  the  relation  of  the  infinite  being  to  its  fruition. 
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But  this  kind  of  relative  diminution  does  not,  in  the  least, 
deprive  it  of  its  infinity.  Were  this  infinity  to  cease,  the 
object  of  the  mind  would  ipso  facto  be  another. 

1393.  In  this  way  we  can  also  explain  how  God  may  be 
conceived — always  in  a  negative  or  virtual  way — ^under 
various  concepts,  of  subsistent  wisdom,  subsistent  good- 
ness, holiness,  &c.,  because  each  of  these  concepts  equally 
contains  the  infinite.  The  multiplicity  of  concepts  (with 
the  exception  of  those  of  the  three  Divine  Persons)  is  all 
due  to  the  conceiving  subject  and  to  the  diflferent  and  mani- 
fold experience  which  he  obtains  of  them,  because  he  is 
himself  limited  and  manifold. 

1394.  But  since  the  perception  of  God  belongs  to  the 
supernatural  order,  the  question  here  presents  itself, 
"  Whether  this  multiplicity  of  concepts  under  which  man 
is  now  able  to  think  the  self-same  God,  will  altogether 
cease  in  the  beatific  vision."  It  seems  to  us  that  this 
question,  by  no  means  an  easy  one,  may  be  answered 
as  follows : 

In  the  first  place  we  must  remember,  that  if  we  mentally 
separate  fi-om  the  object  of  thought  anything  that  is  essen- 
tial to  God,  that  object  is  no  longer  God.  Now  it  is  essen- 
tial to  God  that  His  subsistence  and  His  essence  should  be 
identically  the  same  thing,  the  same  perfectly  simple  being. 
The  essence  of  being,  therefore,  separated  fi-om  suhsistencCy  is 
not  God.  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the  object  of  the  in- 
tuition which  man  has  by  nature  is  the  essence  of  being 
(ideal  being)  only,  and  not  its  real  subsistence,  it  is  obvious 
that  that  essence  cannot  be  called  the  essence  of  God ;  con- 
sequently man  does  not  by  nature  see  God.  This  truth 
is  proved  equally  by  experience,  by  reason  and  by  the 
Christian  faith.  In  fact,  to  be  convinced  that  the  divine 
subsistence  is  not  naturally  in  the  human  intellect,  and 
that  there  is  in  it  purely  an  idea  or  notion  of  being,  man 
has  only  to  reflect  upon  himself.  A  great  part  of  man- 
kind will  not  only  not  find  that  they  have,  as  the  natural 
object  of  their  understanding,  the  subsistence  of  being,  but 
they  will  not  even  be  able  to  observe  that  they  see  the 
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essence  of  it.  The  divine  subsistence  is  a  thing  so  great 
and  so  precious,  that  no  one  who  had  it  as  the  object  of  his 
thought  would  be  unaware  of  the  fact.  On  the  oUier  hand, 
reason  demonstrates  that  the  supposition  that  man  has 
naturally  the  vision  of  the  divine  subsistence  is  in  no  way 
necessary  for  explaining  any  of  the  operations  of  the 
human  spirit.  Likewise,  it  demonstrates  that,  were  die 
vision  of  God  natural  to  man,  anyone  who  wished  could 
enjoy  beatitude,  since  he  would  always  have  at  his  disposal 
the  foimtain  of  beatitude;  but  this  is  not  the  case.  Finally, 
to  say  that  man  sees  God  by  nature  is  a  manifest  error 
against  the  Christian  faith^  which  reserves  the  vision  of  God 
for  the  blessed  in  heaven. 

If,  then,  it  is  not  given  to  man  here  below  to  see  the 
identity  between  the  essence  and  the  subsistence  of  being, 
and  so  to  see  God,  his  knowledge  of  the  Supreme  Being 
must  needs  be  obtained  through  reasoning  and  not  through 
immediate  intuition.  Now  reasoning  leads  him  to  know 
that  God  /i,  but  not  to  know  the  mode  in  which  He  is, 
since  this  mode  is  hidden  in  His  subsistence.* 

In  the  beatific  vision,  on  the  contrary,  where  the  sub- 
sistence of  being  is  perceived,  the  nexus  of  identity  between 
this  subsistence  and  the  essence  of  the  same  being  wiD 
be  seen,  and  this  nexus  will  reveal  God.  Hence  God  will 
be  seen  "  as  He  is "  [Sicuti  esty  I.  lo.  iii,  2),  the  imper- 
fection of  human  reasoning  having  then  come  to  an  end 
[et  scientia  destruetur.  I,  Cor.  xiii,  8). 

But  if  it  were  wished  to  investigate  through  reasoning 
whether  this  divine  subsistence  will  appear  to  the  blessed 
divested  of  all  relations  to  created  things,  we  should  at 
once  answer  in  the  negative.  Our  opinion  is,  that  it  will 
be  seen  in  its  creative  relation  to  these  things  and  not 
otherwise,  and  in  this  relation  its  infinite  perfections  will 
be  contemplated,  as  we  have  explained  in  a  former  workt 
Now  since  the  relation  of  God  to  created  things  is  mani- 
fold, not  on  His  part  but  on  theirs,  they  being  many,  it 
follows  that  the  divine  perfections  will  appear  manifold, 

♦  Theodicy,  nos.  55-74.  f  Ibid,  nos.  660-698. 
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though  in  a  diflFerent  way  from  that  in  which  they  appear 
to  us  in  this  life.  Our  vision  does  not  now  penetrate  so 
far  as  to  reach  the  divine  perfections  at  their  perfectly 
simple  source,  in  which  each  is  identified  with  each,  and  all 
with  being  itself;  but  it  will  then.  We  shall  thus  see  that 
those  divine  perfections  which  in  created  things  now 
appear,  and  will  even  then  appear,  manifold,  are,  in  Grod, 
His  perfectly  simple  being  itself.  At  present  we  see  that 
this  must  be  so;  but  the  way  in  which  it  is  so  remains 
a  mystery  to  us,  because  we  find  nothing  resembling  it  in 
nature.  Hence  even  in  that  state  we  shall  be  able  to 
express  to  ourselves  the  divine  being  through  different  con- 
cepts, but  in  each  of  those  concepts  we  shall  behold  the 
same  being ;  and,  therefore,  that  multiplicity  will  not  in 
any  way  hinder  us  from  seeing  God  as  He  is,  because  we 
shall  at  one  and  the  same  time  see  how  the  divine  per- 
fection diffuses  itself  in  many  relations,  and  how  in  all 
these  relations  it  is  identically  the  one  primordial  and 
essential  perfection. 

1395.  Furthermore,  at  present,  when  we  think  of  a  per- 
fection, for  example,  wisdom,  we  see  it  in  a  limited  form, 
and  it  is  only  by  reasoning  in  the  way  which  theologians 
call  via  eminentuB^  that  we  understand  that  in  God  it  must 
be  unlimited.  Hence  I  have  said  that  when  we  think  God 
as  subsistent  wisdom,  &c.,  this  our  concept  of  God  is 
virtual,  not  actual.  In  the  other  life,  we  shall  not  infer  this 
necessity  by  reasoning,  but  shall  see  directly  that  the  thing 
is  so,  we  shall  see  it  as  a  fact,  because  we  shall  see  wisdom 
itself  as  infinite  and  necessarily  infinite,  and  therefore  we 
shall  much  more  understand  directly  how  it  can  be  so. 

If,  then,  the  divine  perfection  will  appear  to  us  as  much 
one  as  the  central  point  of  a  circle  is  one,  and  yet  the  prin- 
ciple and  term  of  all  the  radii;  it  is  obvious  that  each  of  the 
divine  perfections  will  then  be  sufficient  to  make  known  to 
us  the  entire  God,  just  as  that  term  or  principle  of  a  single 
radius  is  sufficient  to  make  known  to  us  the  centre  of  the 
circle.  Consequently,  in  each  of  them  we  shall  always  see 
the  same  infinite. 

VOL.  II.  B  B 
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Thus  the  infinite  being,  although  it  seems  to  be  divided 
on  account  of  the  various  aspects  in  which  it  is  regarded, 
never  ceases  to  be  infinite,  and  so  infinity  is  a  condition 
belonging  to  infinite  being  itself,  just  as  finitude  belongs 
to  finite  being.  Therefore  the  law  of  thought  laid  down  in 
this  chapter  is  true. 
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CHAPTER  XII. 

ON  THE  ONTOLOGICAL  LAWS   WHICH   GOVERN   THE  PRAC- 
TICAL REASON  IN  GENERAL. 

1396.  Such  are  the  principal  ontological  laws  which  the 
rational  principle  obeys  in  its  operations.  We  must  now 
pass  on  to  those  that  govern  the  operations  of  the  practical 
reason. 

The  reason  which  we  call  practical  is  not  reason  in  so 
far  as  it  determines  what  is  necessary,  or  proper,  to  be 
done ;  this  is  still  the  theoretic  reason  [Siavoia  ^^up'nriyL'ii\. 
The  practical  reason  is  the  rational  principle  in  action.* 
Now  this  rational  principle  in  action  is  subject  to  the  laws 
of  which  we  are  now  speaking.    What  are  these  laws  ? 

1397.  They  must  necessarily  be  the  same  as  those  of  the 
theoretic  reason,  because  this  is  reason  considered  in  its  first 
acts,  while  its  subsequent  acts  belong  to  the  practical  reason. 
Hence  these  laws  could  never  cease  to  be  in  force  without 
reason  itself  disappearing.  Inasmuch,  then,  as  the  prac- 
tical reason  is  likewise  reason,  and  there  is  but  one  rational 
principle,  which  in  so  far  as  it  knows  is  called  theoretic,  and 
in  so  far  as  it  acts  is  called  practical ;  f  it  is  plain  that  the 
same  laws  which  prevail  in  speculation  must  prevail  in 
action,  since  they  flow  from  the  nature  of  the  one  principle 
common  to  both.  Theoretic  reason  is  the  identical  reason 
that  becomes  practical  when  it  acts.  It  is  as  reason, 
namely  as  knower,  that  it  acts ;  therefore,  the  laws  of  its 
knowing  must  also  be  the  laws  of  its  acting. 

♦  See  Preface  to  the  Philosophy  of  the  theoretic  and  the  practical  reason 

Moral  Science^  and  also  Treatise  on  the  into  two  faculties  radically  different,  see 

Moral  Consciencey  nos.  18-22.  Theodicy^  no.  161. 

t  On  the  error  of  Kant,  who  divided 
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1 398.  These  laws,  then,  are  natural  to  reason,  just  as  the 
laws  of  the  communication  of  motion  are  natural  to  bodies. 
But  here  arises  a  difficulty.  Sensitive  nature,  and  also  that 
nature  which  is  only  sensible,  invariably  obey  their  laws : 
why  does  not  reason  do  the  same  ?  In  fact,  reason  breaks 
its  laws  when  it  falls  into  error^  which  involves  a  violation 
of  the  laws  of  reason  in  so  far  as  it  is  theoretical ;  and  it 
infringes  upon  them  when  it  falls  into  sin^  which  involves 
a  violation  of  the  laws  of  reason  in  so  far  as  it  is  practical 
To  reply  simply  that  reason  is  free  and,  therefore,  can 
break  the  laws  imposed  on  it,  does  not  meet  the  difficulty, 
because,  in  saying  this,  one  is  merely  stating  the  fact  which 
seems  to  conflict  with  the  concept  of  Icav^  and  the  difficulty 
in  question  requires  precisely  that  this  contradiction  should 
be  cleared  up,  and  that  satisfactory  proofs  should  be  given 
that  there  are  laws  which,  although  truly  natural  [i"a 
flowing  from  the  nature  of  things.  Tr.],  may  nevertheless 
be  violated,  whereas  the  character  of  natural  law  seems  to 
imply  the  impossibility  of  such  law  ever  being  violated. 

The  solution  of  this  difficulty  is  found  by  considering, 
that  in  the  operations  of  the  rational  principle  there  inter- 
vene foreign  agents  subject  to  other  laws  than  those  of  the 
reason,  so  that  the  violation  of  the  latter  is  due  to  a  cd- 
lision  of  various  laws  differing  in  character,  which  is  also 
what  explains  the  marvellous  fact  of  human  liberty.  We 
have  already  spoken  of  this  in  another  place ;  *  but  we  will 
return  to  it  after  we  shall  have  stated  the  supreme  law  of 
the  practical  reason. 

♦  Theodicy t  nos.  384-415. 
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CHAPTER  XIII. 

CONTINUATION.  —  SUPREME    LAW    OF    THE    PRACTICAL 

REASON:    "RECOGNISE  BEING." 


ARTICLE  I. 
The  Supreme  Law  Stated. 

1399.  We  must  show  that  the  principle  of  cognition 
which  constitutes  the  supreme  law  according  to  which  the 
theoretic  reason  operates,  supplies  likewise  the  law  accord- 
ing to  which  the  practical  law  ought  to  operate.  Hence  if 
the  law  of  the  theoretic  reason  says :  "  Being  is  the  object 
of  knowing,"  the  law  of  the  practical  reason  says :  "  Being 
ought  to  be  the  object  of  practical  knowing." 

We  say  that  the  theoretic  reason  acts  according  to  the 
principle  of  cognition,  because  either  it  does  not  act  at  all, 
or  if  it  acts,  it  must  follow  this  principle ;  for,  as  to  errors, 
they  must,  as  we  have  seen,  be  attributed  to  the  practical 
reason. 

We  say,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  practical  reason 
OUGHT  TO  act  according  to  the  same  principle,  because  its 
operation  may  take  place  in  two  ways,  namely,  either  ac- 
cording to  its  law,  or  in  defiance  of  it.  If  it  takes  place 
according  to  its  law,  it  is  right ;  if  in  defiance  of  the  same, 
it  is  wrong.  This  is  exactly  what  we  said  stood  in  need  of 
explanation ;  before  giving  which,  however,  we  beg  leave 
to  elucidate  some  matters  which  will  prepare  the  way 
for  it. 
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ARTICLE  II. 
Explanation  and  Proof  of  the  Supreme  Law. 

14CX).  Non-sensitive  being  is  not  the  subject  either  of 
good  or  of  evil.  It  always  acts  according  to  its  necessary 
laws  and,  therefore,  is  always  in  order.  It  is  only  man 
that,  requiring  of  it  something  different  from  what  it  really 
does,  attributes  to  it,  by  a  kind  of  secret  illusion,  good  and 
evil.  This  happens  because  man  connects  it  with  his 
ideas,  with  which  in  truth  it  is  not  connected.  "  This,"  he 
says,  for  example,  "  ought  to  be  a  pear,  and  look !  it  is 
gnawed  by  insects,  therefore  it  is  a  bad  pear." — ^Yes,  if  it 
were  true  that  it  ought  to  be  a  perfect  pear,  and  to  have 
in  it  all  that  is  contained  in  the  idea  of  pear;  but  yonr 
ought  to  he  is  not  in  the  pear.  Measure  it  by  the/»/^ 
specific  tdea^  and  you  will  find  it  what  it  ought  to  be.  To 
test  it  by  the  ahstrcu^t  idea  is  to  look  at  a  relation  whidi 
does  not  go  to  constitute  its  intrinsic  order,  but  only  goes 
to  constitute  its  hypothetical  and  extrinsic  order  by  means 
of  an  idea  imposed  upon  it  by  yourself.  In  a  word,  matter, 
whatever  form  it  may  have,  is  not  a  subject^  because  a 
subject  is  always  a  prifuiple-heingy  whereas  the  concept  of 
matter  is  solely  that  of  a  term-being. 

1 40 1.  Sensitive  being  and  rational  being,  on  the  con- 
trary, are  subjects  of  good  as  well  as  of  evil. 

The  good  of  each  consists  in  an  activity  into  which  its 
evil  also  is  resolvable,  because  each  may  have  an  activity 
either  in  harmony  with  its  essence,  or  In  disharmony.  In 
the  former  case  it  is  in  a  good  state,  in  the  latter,  in  a  bad 
one.  The  essence  of  the  sentient  principle  requires  that  its 
activity  should  be  able  to  display  itself  without  finding  any 
obstacle  on  the  part  of  its  term.  If  it  finds  obstacles,  the 
result  is  pain,  which  is  its  evil. 

The  same  is  true  of  the  rational  principle.  It  has  an 
activity  which,  according  to  the  intention  and  conation  of 
its  essence,  seeks  to  display  itself  in  a  given  way.  If  for 
any  cause  this  activity  does  not  display  itself  in  that  way. 


THE  SUPREME  LA  W  EXPLAINED.  407 

but  in  a  different  one,  disorder  follows ;  the  rational  prin- 
dple  suffers  because,  being  all  feeling,  it  cannot  but  feel  its 
own  disorder. 

1402.  But  if  up  to  this  point  the  good  or  evil  state  of  the 
sensitive  and  rational  principles  can  be  included  under  one 
formula,  there  is  very  soon  manifested  the  infinite  difference 
which  exists  between  the  good  and  evil  of  the  one  and  the 
good  and  evil  of  the  other.  This  we  must  explain.  The 
difference  in  question  is  due  to  the  difference  of  the  terms 
of  the  two  principles ;  for  it  is  by  these  terms  that  their 
activities  are  aroused  and  their  nature  is  determined.  The 
good  and  evil  of  a  being  susceptible  of  either  good  or  evil 
lies,  as  we  have  said,  in  the  different  mode  in  which  the 
activity  proper  to  it  is  disposed. 

Now  the  term  of  the  sensitive  activity  is  the  material 
extended  and  its  passions ;  the  term  of  the  rational  principle 
is  being. 

Hence  the  sensitive  activity  is  the  seat  of  the  good  of 
the  sensitive  being,  which  good  is  attained  when  the  being 
is  able  to  diffuse  in  the  extended  its  passions  so  as  fully  to 
satisfy  its  instinct.  On  the  other  hand,  the  rational 
activity  is  the  seat  of  the  good  of  the  rational  principle, 
which  good  it  attains,  when  it  adheres,  without  resistance 
or  strife,  to  being,  its  term.  Hence  the  first  law  of  the 
reason  :  "  Adhere  to  being." 

1403.  In  fact,  the  rational  principle  can  never  cease  to 
be  rational,  and,  therefore,  can  never  cease  to  have  being 
for  its  term.  Consequently,  if  the  rational  principle  has  an 
activity  of  its  own,  this  activity  also  must  have  being  for  its 
term.  But  the  rational  principle  has  truly  an  activity  of  its 
own,  and  is  not  merely  receptive.  Therefore,  the  law  of  this 
activity  must  come  to  it  from  being,  according  to  the  prin- 
ciple that  every  subject  susceptible  of  good  or  of  evil  attains 
its  good  when  it  adheres  perfectly  to  its  term,  and  its  evil 
when  it  does  not  adhere  to  this  in  the  way  that  its  essence 
demands. 

The  rational  principle,  therefore,  being  always  the  same 
principle,  whether  it  is  merely  receptive  and  takes  the 
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name  of  theoretic  reason^  or  is  active  and  takes  the  name  of 
practical  reason^  must  always  have  the  same  term  and  from 
it  must  receive  the  laws  of  its  action. 


ARTICLE  III. 
On  the  Moral  Lxbtrty  of  the  Practical  Reason, 

But  since  the  rational  principle,  in  so  far  as  it  is  recep- 
tive, does  not  act,  but  simply  receives  in  its  own  way, 
which  is  that  of  intuition,  it  clearly  follows  that  its  union 
with  its  term  does  not  depend  on  it,  but  on  the  term,  on  the 
being  which  is  given  it  to  intuite.  Thus  its  constitution  is 
fixed  and  determined  by  a  necessity  foreign  to  it,  a  necessity 
which  constitutes  it  what  it  is. 

In  so  far  as  it  is  active,  on  the  contrary,  the  rational 
principle  posits  its  own  act.  If  that  act  is  done,  it  is  itsdf 
that  does  it ;  if  it  is  not  done,  this  also  is  due  to  itself  as 
the  cause  thereof.  Consequently,  the  necessity  of  such  act 
cannot  be  as  essential  as  that  of  the  receptivity  to  [ideal] 
being ;  because,  even  if  the  activity  of  the  rational  prin- 
ciple did  not  display  itself  in  its  proper  and  right  action, 
this  principle  would  still  exist,  whereas  it  would  not  exist 
at  all  if  [ideal]  being  were  not  given  to  it.  The  first  differ- 
ence, therefore,  between  the  rational  principle  in  so  far  as 
it  is  theoretic,  and  the  same  principle  in  so  far  as  it  is 
practical,  consists  in  this,  that  the  primal  theoretic  act  is 
necessary  to  its  constitutiariy  whereas  no  practical  act  is  thus 
necessary, 

1404.  This  simple  fact  would,  as  we  said  above,  be 
sufiicient  to  explain  how  it  is  that  a  principle  can  deviate 
from  its  natural  law.  But  the  complete  explanation  is 
found  only  by  examining  what  moral  liberty  is,  how  this 
power  is  constituted,  and  how  it  results  from  the  collision  of 
agents  categorically  opposed;  all  which  things  have  already 
been  developed  by  us,  and  are,  therefore,  supposed  as 
known  to  the  reader. 
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ARTICLE    IV. 

Specific  Difference  between  the  Acts  of  the  Theoretical  Reason  and  those 

of  the  Practical  Reason. 

1405.  It  remains,  therefore,  to  see  in  what  the  nature  of 
the  activity  of  the  rational  principle  as  such  precisely 
consists;  because  the  word  activity  is  applicable  to  all 
beings.  For  this  purpose  it  is  necessary,  in  the  first  place, 
to  show  how  the  activity  of  the  rational  principle  differs 
from  all  other  activities,  and  then  to  distinguish  it  from  the 
receptive  and  primordial  activity  of  the  theoretic  reason. 

It  is  evident  that  the  activity  of  the  rational  principle 
can  be  no  other  than  a  rational  activity;  it  must,  therefore, 
be  a  species  of  knowing.  But  the  first  knowing  is  that  of 
the  theoretic  reason.  The  activity  of  the  practical  reason, 
therefore,  must  be  another  knowing,  a  knowing  accom- 
panied with  delectation  in  the  object  known,  with  an  appro- 
priation of  it  to  oneself,  with  a  finding  one's  own  good 
in  it.  Hence  being,  considered  in  relation  to  the  practical 
reason,  has  the  concept  oi  good. 

1406.  To  characterise  in  one  word  this  active  and  vivid 
knowing,  accompanied  with  delectation,  we  call  it  practical 
recognition. 

And  this  act  of  the  practical  reason  is  the  first  act  of 
the  will. 

The  supreme  law  of  the  theoretic  reason,  then,  is  also 
the  supreme  law  of  the  practical  reason.  The  difference 
lies  solely  in  the  different  relation  which  the  two  reasons 
have  to  the  same  term,  being.  The  theoretic  reason  has 
towards  it  the  relation  oi  receptivity y  and  the  practical  reason 
that  of  adhesion.  Both  these  relations  have  been  already 
explained. 
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ARTICLE  V. 

On  Entire  Thought y  and  Abstract  Thought y  considered  in  relatum  to 
the  Practical  Reason, — The  Supreme  Law  of  Prudence, 

1407.  Let  us,  then,  apply  to  the  practical  reason  what 
we  have  said  respecting  the  supreme  law  of  the  theoretic 
reason. 

In  the  first  place,  we  have  distinguished  entire  tkcm^ 
from  abstract  thought^  and  have  observed  that  the  latter  may 
indeed  attract  the  attention  and  become  its  exclusive  term, 
but  cannot  stand  alone  in  the  human  mind.  In  the  mind 
there  must  always  be  entire  thought^  though  it  may  be 
there  neglected  and  unobserved.  The  reason  of  this  is 
manifest.  Since  "  the  object  of  cognition  is  being,"  there 
cannot  be  any  cognition  unless  there  be  in  the  mind  all  that 
is  necessary  to  constitute  being.  Still  part  of  this  may  be 
in  the  mind  so  as  to  be  actually  attended  to,  while  the  rest 
is  not. 

Now  this  doctrine  is  of  very  great  importance  in  con- 
nection with  human  action.  The  practical  reason  has  in  it 
a  most  noble  law,  which  is  "  The  supreme  law  of  prudence." 

1408.  Though  attention  is  an  activity  that  belongs  to 
the  practical  reason,  nevertheless  it  has  an  influence  on  the 
theoretic  reason  and  reinforces  its  acts.  This  arises  from 
the  fact  that  the  practical  reason,  as  we  shall  see  more 
clearly  further  on,  acts  in  such  a  manner  as  indirectly 
to  affect  in  various  ways  the  theoretic  reason  itself.  In 
attention,  therefore,  the  practical  reason  already  begins  to 
operate,  and  those  cognitions  to  which  the  spirit  gives 
attention  become  more  readily  and  effectually  norms  and 
principles  of  human  action. 

1409.  Hence  man  may  direct  his  action  in  either  of  two 
ways,  that  is,  either  according  to  what  he  knows  through 
entire  and  comprehensive  thought y  or  exclusively  according 
to  what  he  knows  through  abstract  and  partial  thought.  If 
the  human  actions  correspond  to  entire  and  comprehensive 
thought,  they  also  are  complete  and  comprehensive;  if  they 
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have  as  their  norm  only  abstract  thought,  they  are  defective 
and  imperfect.  Herein  lies  the  supreme  law  of  prudence 
which  may  be  thus  formulated.  "Act  in  accordance 
with  complete  thought ; "  or,  by  a  negative  expression  : 
"Beware  of  acting  according  to  an  abstract  or  partial 
thought." 

14 10.  Here,  however,  we  must  observe  that  action  in 
accordance  with  entire  and  comprehensive  thought  may  be 
of  two  kinds,  one  more  perfect  than  the  other.  If  the 
thought  is  entire,  but  has  not  been  analysed  nor  subjected  to 
abstractions,  the  corresponding  action  will  be  substantially 
prudent,  but  at  the  same  time  deficient  in  some  accessory, 
and,  therefore,  imperfect  in  its  accidents.  Thus  there  are 
two  grades  of  prudence,  the  one  belonging  to  those  who 
act  according  to  entire  and  comprehensive  thought,  but 
without  analysis  or  abstractions ;  the  other,  more  perfect, 
belonging  to  those  who  act  according  to  entire  thought  and, 
at  the  same  time,  according  to  abstract  thought,  taking  the 
latter,  not  by  itself,  but  in  union  with  the  former,  in  other 
words,  considering  the  abstractions  as  conjoined  with  the 
objects  from  which  they  are  drawn. 

141 1.  Although  this  doctrine  is  most  important,  we 
refrain  from  developing  it  further  here,  because  the  reader 
may  find  a  most  luminous  example  of  its  eflicacy  in  the 
application  which  we  have  made  of  it  to  political  prudence 
in  the  work  entitled  Society  and  its  End*  in  which  we  have 
called  the  faculty  of  entire  and  comprehensive  thinking,  the 

/aculfy  of  thinking  simply,  and  the  other  the  faculty  of 
abstraction, 

14 1 2.  From  this  general  rule  there  proceeds  that  more 
special  one,  which  we  have  developed  elsewhere,!  and  may 
be  thus  formulated :  "  In  action  cling  to  the  substance  and 
never  sacrifice  it  to  the  accidents."  It  is  plain  that  into 
the  object  of  entire  thought  there  must  necessarily  enter 
the  substance,  which  is  the  first  act  of  every  real  being, 

♦BooklV,  chap.  XXXV. — ^This  treatise  \  On  the  Summary  Cause  why 
is  now  printed  in  the  Philosophy  of  Human  Societies  Stand  or  Fall,  printed 
Politics  (Tr.).  in  the  same  volume. 
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and    can    be    wanting    only   in    the   object   of  abstract 
thought.* 

ARTICLE  VI. 

Application  of  the  Supreme  Law  to  the  different  Greturic  Acts  of  tk 
Theoretic  Reason  in  relation  to  Practice^  and,  first,  to  Intuition,-- 
Law  inclining  man  to  Contemplation. 

1 4 1 3 .  Moreover,  just  as  the  theoretic  reason  has  different 
ax:ts  which  we  have  reduced  to  three — itUuttiony  ^eruption 
and  refiection — so  the  special  laws  to  which  these  acts  are 
subject,  must  reproduce  themselves,  or  have  their  counter- 
parts in  the  practical  reason.  This  is  what  we  have  now 
to  explain. 

1 4 14.  Intuition  has  being  for  its  object,  the  whole  of 
being,  but  only  under  its  ideal  form.  Now  since  ideal  being 
cannot  be  enjoyed,  or  adhered  to,  otherwise  than  through 
■contemplation,  it  follows  that  the  practical  reason  has,  as  its 
special  law,  inclination  to  the  contemplation  of  the  idea,  whidi 
becomes  afterwards,  by  being  considered  under  different 
aspects,  truth,  exemplar,  beauty,  &c.  Every  inclination 
belonging  to  a  being  is  a  law  of  its  action,  because  its 
action  and,  in  general,  its  activity  is  in  a  good  state  when 
it  is  in  harmony  with  its  essential  and  natural  inclination. 

14 1 5.  In  order,  however,  that  the  inclination  to  the  con- 
templation of  ideas  may  pass  into  act,  certain  conditions 
must  be  fulfilled ;  otherwise  the  natural  intuition  will 
remain  without  active  effort  and,  therefore,  theoretical  and 
not  practical. 

14 1 6.  The  first  and  chief  of  these  conditions  is  that 
^*  real  being  be  compared  with  ideal  being."  The  reason 
is,  that  although  properly  speaking  it  is  real  being  that 
constitutes  the  term  of  the  rational  activity,  nevertheless 
every  real  being  is  presented  to  the  rational  principle 
through  and  in  the  idea ;  whence  it  comes  to  pass,  that  the 

*  Prudence  is  a  moral  virtue  if  it  is  and  to  prudence  taken  as  the  balnlity 

complete,  not  otherwise.    The  law  of  to  find  the  means  of  attaining  any  end 

pruaence   stated   by  us    is  applicable  whatsoever, 
equally  to  prudence  taken  as  a  virtue, 
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activity,  moved  to  action  by  the  real  term,  falls  also  on 
the  idea  and,  when  once  moved,  can  fix  itself  on  it.  In 
this  way  is  developed  active  contemplaHony  which  may  be 
called  swcv^Xy  contemplation  in  contra-distinction  to  intuition. 
And  as  in  every  act  of  the  rational  principle  there  is  a 
certain  delectation  taken  in  its  object,  so  also  there  is  love, 
which,  defined  in  a  general  way,  is  "  The  fiiiition  of  the 
object  contemplated." 

ARTICLE  VII. 
Continuation. — Law  inclining  man  to  every  Real  Being, 

14 1 7.  In  the  second  place,  intuition  produces  in  the 
rational  principle  an  inclinationy  or  pre-disposition  toward 
every  real  being,  because  the  essence  of  every  real  being  is 
already  comprised  in  ideal  being,  although  only  virtually, 
in  other  words,  in  such  a  way  that  the  mode  of  each  being 
is  not  seen  until  it  is  perceived.  And  this  is  what  philo- 
sophers usually  mean  when  they  teach  that  objectum 
appetitus  intellectiviy  qui  voluntas  dicihtty  est  bonum  secundum 
communem  boni  rationem.* 

14 1 8.  Ideal  being,  therefore,  the  object  of  intuition, 
taken  by  itself,  produces  in  man  inclinations  and  propen- 
sities, but  no  acts.  These  come  afterwards  when  the  proper 
stimuli  are  given.  The  inclinations  may  be  reduced  to  two. 
i.°  Inclination  to  contemplation;  2.°  Inclination  to  every 
cognisable  real  being.f 

ARTICLE  VIIL 

Perception  considered  in  relation  to  the  Practical  Reason. — Law  of 

Moral  Order. 

141 9.  Let  us  now  consider  perception,  and  see  in  what 
way  the  laws  to  which  perception  is  subject  affect  the 
practical  reason. 

^    The  law  of  perception  is  this  2  "  The  limited  being  per- 

♦  Sum.  Thiol.,  Pt.  I,  q.  lix,  a.  iv.  t  Theodicy,  nos.  389-394. 
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ceived  in  feeling  must  be  referred  to  ideal  being  and  be 
seen  in  it."  Hence  in  perception  there  are  three  things : 
i.°  Feeling  or  reality;  2.^  Ideal  being;  and,  3.°  The 
relation  of  (imperfect)  identity  between  the  two. 

Ideal  being  is  infinite  and,  per  se^  embracing  the  totality 
of  being.  Hence  if  real  beings  are  rationally  perceived 
through  our  referring  them  to  ideal  being,  they  are  per- 
ceived along  with  their  measxire  ;  because  by  referring  them 
to  the  totality  of  being,  we  see  which  of  them  has  more,  and 
which  less,  of  realised  being  in  it. 

1420.  Now,  inasmuch  as  the  term  of  the  practical  reason 
is  being  as  given  by  the  theoretic  reason  and  all  its  func- 
tions, it  follows  that  perceived  being  also  is  its  term.  And 
since  the  act  of  the  practical  reason  consists  in  adhering  to 
its  term,  it  follows  likewise  that  this  reason  must  adhere  tp 
perceived  beings  in  accordance  with  the  way  in  which  thqr 
are  perceived.  But  they  are  all  perceived  as  measured  by 
ideal  being,  so  that  one  is  seen  to  have  more  of  beingness, 
and  another  less.  It  is,  therefore,  a  law  of  the  practical 
reason,  that  it  should  adhere  to  beings  proportionally  to 
their  several  measures  of  beingness.  And  even  when  the 
rational  subject  perceives  only  one  real  being,  he  sees,  by 
comparing  this  with  ideal  being,  whether  it  be  limited  or 
unlimited,  and  it  is  his  duty  to  adhere  to  it  as  he  finds  it, 
that  is,  with  an  aflfection  exactly  proportionate  to  its 
merit. 

Now  this  is  the  moral  principle,  "  The  law  of  moral 
order,"  which  enjoins  that  the  affective  recognition  shaD 
be  distributed  among  known  real  beings  in  proportion  to 
their  measures  of  beingness,  considered  both  in  relation 
to  complete  ideal  being,  and,  in  case  they  are  more  than 
one,  in  relation  to  each  other.* 

*  How  the  ideal  is  always  the  mea-      the  New  Essay,  See,  vol.  i,  nos.  iSo> 
sure  of  the  real  has  been  explained  in     187. 
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ARTICLE  IX. 
Continuation, — Every  Moral  Act  has  the  Infinite  for  its  object. 

1 42 1.  Hence  there  follows  another  most  noble  conse- 
quence,  namely,  that  moral  good  is  infinite  in  its  nature, 
inasmuch  as  its  object  is  always  infinite  being. 

Indeed,  limited  being  is  never,  in  perception,  presented 
alone  and  as  related  only  to  itself,  but  always  as  united  to 
the  ideal,  which  is  complete  and  infinite,  and  as  measiired 
by  it.  Hence  the  object  of  the  practical  reason  is  never 
confined  to  finite  real  being,  but  always  unites  it  with  the 
ideal  infinite,  and,  conjointly  with  this,  makes  it  its  own 
good;  adhering  to  it  only  to  the  extent  prescribed  by 
universal-ideal  being.  Hence  the  act  of  adhesion  obeys 
this  universal-ideal  being  as  its  supreme  norm  and  rule, 
and,  therefore,  holds  it  in  greater  reverence  than  any  finite 
real. 

1422.  Herein  lies  precisely  the  essential  charactertsttc  ot 
what  is  moral,  that  is,  in  always  embracing  the  whole  of 
beings  in  terminating  in  this  whole  and  regulating  itself  in 
accordance  therewith.  Hence  the  moral  good  is  a  good  of 
an  infinite  nature,  not  comparable  to  any  finite  good,  such, 
for  example,  as  eudoemonological  good,  which,  when  un- 
accompanied by  moral  good,  terminates  in  the  finite. 

Man,  therefore,  through  moral  goodness  becomes  ordered 
with  respect  to  the  whole  of  being,  to  infinite  being ;  and 
this  is  why  this  order,  even  according  to  the  constant  and 
uniform  judgment  of  mankind,  has  an  infinite  value. 

It  is  no  objection  to  say  that  the  real  being  to  which  the 
rational  subject  adheres  is  finite,  because  he  does  not 
adhere  to  it  without  first  adhering  to  infinite  ideal  being, 
which  measures  and  determines  the  amount  of  adhesion  due 
to  the  real. 

1423.  It  is  true  that  if  the  real  being  were  itself  infinite, 
the  moral  good  would  be  infinite  in  two  ways  :  first,  with 
respect  to  the  infinite  dignity  of  the  norm  which  is 
reverenced  above  all  finite  things ;    and  secondly,  with 
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respect  to  the  real  object.  But  although  in  this  case 
morality  is  infinitely  greater  than  in  the  other,  because 
it  acquires  a  value  infinitely  infinite ;  yet,  even  in  the  other 
case,  there  is  an  infinity  of  value ;  because,  as  we  have 
seen,  infinity  is  an  ontological  property,  which  cannot  be 
lost  in  part  only,  but  is  either  lost  altogether,  or  remains 
altogether,  inasmuch  as  infinity  is  such  by  its  nature  itself 
and  not  by  the  addition  of  quantities. 


ARTICLE  X. 
Reflection  considered  as  an  act  of  the  Practical  Reastm. 

1424.  To  recognise  practically  what  was  previously 
known  theoretically,  is  the  proper  act  of  the  practical 
reason,  in  which  morality  consists.  The  first  act  of 
morality,  therefore,  is  performed  through  reflection.  But 
reflection  is  twofold,  abstracting  and  integrcUtng^  to  wbidi 
may  be  added  a  third  function,  that  of  simply  recognising 
what  one  knows,  without  exercising  either  abstraction  or 
integration  upon  it. 

Hence  the  practical  reason  also  must  have  three  func- 
tions: i.°  Voluntary  recognition  of  what  one  knows;  2.° 
Recognition  with  abstraction,  that  is,  with  division  and 
separation,  in  other  words,  recognition  of  only  a  part  of 
what  one  knows ;  3.°  Recognition  with  integration. 

1425.  If  the  practical  reason  recognises  a  known  being 
simply  for  what  it  is  in  theoretic  cognition,  it  performs  its 
natural  act,  it  unites  itself  to  the  term  determined  for  it  by 
its  own  essence,  by  its  essential  inclination :  its  act  is 
good. 

If,  on  the  contrary,  instead  of  simply  recognising  the 
whole  of  its  term,  it  chooses  to  abstract  fi-om  some  part  of 
it  and  to  adhere  only  to  another  part,  it  does  not  follow  the 
totality  of  its  term,  and  hence  it  is  vicious  and  its  act  evil. 
Hence  in  every  immoral  act  there  is  always  an  arbitrary 
and  unnatural  abstraction.  How  man  may  be  seduced  into 
acting  in  opposition  to  the  essence  of  his  rational  principle, 
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which   is    himself,   has    been    shown    by  us   in    another 
work.* 

1426.  Moreover,  by  restricting  and  confining  its  atten- 
tion and  activity  to  a  part  of  the  object  known,  the  practical 
reason  deprives  itself  of  part  of  its  light  and,  so  far,  blinds 
itself.  In  every  vice,  therefore,  and  in  every  vicious  act 
there  is  some  ignorance  and  some  blindness,  whence  pro- 
ceed also  those  erroneous  consciences  of  which  it  is  after- 
wards so  difficult  for  a  man  to  rid  himself,  or  .even  to 
have  advertence.t 

1427.  With  regard  to  integrating  reflection  considered 
as  a  function  of  the  practical  reason,  we  must  observe  that 
it  performs  a  most  noble  part  in  the  perfecting  of  man,, 
because  it  lifts  him  up  to  God,  by  which  means  the  moral 
order  receives  its  last  perfection,  and  the  practical  reason 
reaches  its  ultimate  divine  term,  which,  as  the  beginning 
and  end  of  things  and  as  the  Essential  Beings  completes 
the  order  of  known  being.  Then  at  last  the  practical 
reason  has  for  its  term  the  whole  of  being,  not  only  in 
its  ideal  form,  but  also  in  its  real  form,  although  with 
a  negative  cognition.  Thus  religion  is  the  crown  of 
morality;  and  just  as  a  morality  hostile  to  religion  is  not 
morality,  but  the  highest  impiety,  so  morality  without 
religion  is  like  a  house  built  without  a  roof,  the  roof 
remaining  merely  in  the  architect's  design. 

♦  Theodicy^  nos.  396-410. 

t  Treatise  on  the  Moral  Conscience^  nos.  406-458. 
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CHAPTER  XIV. 

SPECIAL  ONTOLOGICAL  LAWS  OF  THE  PRACTICAL  REASON. 

FIRST  SPECIAL  LAW:  OBJECTIVITY. 

1428.  We  come  now  to  the  special  ontological  laws  of 
the  practical  reason.    The  first  is  that  of  objectitnty. 

We  have  seen  that,  according  to  the  law  of  objectivity, 
the  reason,  i.°,  does  not  modify  its  term;  2.°,  apprdiends 
not  the  action  of  this  term,  but  the  term  itself;  3.°,  appre- 
hends this  term,  without  at  the  same  time  apprehending  its 
own  self,  and  terminates  with  its  act  in  this  term  and  out- 
side of  itself.  These  three  qualities  of  the  rational  action 
must  be  found  in  the  theoretic  reason  no  less  than  in  the 
practical,  because  the  one  is  reason  no  less  than  the  other. 
But  just  as  such  laws  are  necessary  to  the  theoretic  reason, 
which  is  constituted  by  them  what  it  is  (Article  II,  %  I),  and 
are  therefore  essential  laws  ;  so,  with  respect  to  the  prac- 
tical reason,  which  is  subject  to  agents  foreign  to  its  object, 
they  do  not  constitute  its  essence,  but  its  perfection,  its 
proper  good,  and  therefore  are  not,  in  this  sense,  neces- 
sary, but  becoming.  They  have  a  morale  not  a  physical 
necessity. 

1429.  The  moral  law  ^the  practical  reason,  therefore, 
being  the  same  as  the  essential  law  of  the  theoretic  reason, 
it  follows  : 

I .°  That  as  it  is  an  essential  law  of  the  theoretic  reason 
not  to  modify  its  term,  so  the  practical  reason  must  abstain 
from  so  much  as  attempting  to  modify  it,  to  alter  it  or  make 
it  diflFerent  from  what  it  is,  because  this  would  be  deviating 
from  the  law  of  the  rational  principle,  would  be  acting 
irrationally.     Now  it  was  on  this  account  that  we  distin- 
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guished  a  faculty  of  error  and  of  vice^  different  from  the 
faculty  of  knowing,  because  the  activity  of  the  practical 
reason,  by  viciously  altering  the  measure  and  worth  of 
beings,  opposes  itself  to  knowledge  instead  of  producing  a 
knowledge ; 

2.°  As  it  is  an  essential  law  of  reason  to  apprehend 
being,  and  not  to  receive  from  being  any  action  entering 
into  and  modifying  the  apprehending  subject ;  so  it  must 
be  the  law  of  the  rational  principle  to  consider  the  value  of 
beings  in  itself,  independently  of  the  accidental  and  real 
action  which  they  exercise  on  the  rational  subject.  That 
value  must,  therefore,  be  measured  by  ideal  being  and  not 
by  considerations  of  subjective  advantage  or  disadvantage, 
and  be  estimated  according  to  the  measure  which  they 
receive  from  comparison  with  ideal  being.  The  r^a/ action, 
therefore,  which  a  being  exercises  on  us  must  not  induce 
our  practical  reason  to  estimate  it  at  a  different  value  from 
that  which  it  has  in  itself  as  considered  with  respect  to  and 
in  ideal  being.  Indeed,  it  is  one  thing  to  act  in  consequence 
of  the  real  action  performed  in  us  by  a  being,  or  rather, 
by  an  agent,  and  another  thing  to  act  in  view  of  the  true 
measure  of  that  being  (in  which  measure,  of  course,  are  in- 
cluded its  activity  and  fitness  to  act  in  others  as  well  as  in 
us)  discovered  by  comparison  with  the  essence  of  being 
intuited  by  the  mind  in  universal-ideal  being.  To  act 
according  to  this  measure  is  to  act  rationally  and,  hence, 
morally ;  to  act  from  the  mere  impulse  of  the  real  action 
done  in  us,  is  to  abandon  the  law  of  reason,  to  follow 
that  of  blind,  or  merely  sensible  real  being.*  The  prac- 
tical reason,  then,  must  be  guided  in  conformity  with  the 
object  and  not  with  the  subject ; 

H30.  3.°  As  it  is  an  essential  law  of  reason  to  appre- 
hend being  without  apprehending  itself,  in  so  far  as  appre- 
hending ;  so  the  practical  reason,  in  order  to  act  rationally, 
must  follow  being,  its  term,  and  wholly  forget  itself  (the 
subject),  except  in  so  far  as  it  might  be  included  (objectified) 
in  being,  the  object.     Substantially,  this  comes  to  the  same 

♦  Theodicy y  nos.  384-415. 

C  C  2 
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as  the  preceding  law,  which  lays  down  that  the  practical 
reason  must'  act  according  to  the  object ;  but  it  shows 
besides  why  a  virtuous  man  cares  little  or  nothing  about 
himselfy  and  whence  originates  the  charming  simplictiy  of 
the  just — ^that  most  noble  gift  by  which  they  do  good,  with- 
out ever  turning  their  eye  to  subjective  stimuli.  Here  b 
also  revealed  the  origin  of  the  virtues  of  generosity^  magnA- 
nimity  and  self-sacrifice. 


I 
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CHAPTER  XV. 

ON  THE  SYNTHESISM  OF  THE  PRACTICAL  REASON. — ^TWO- 
FOLD NATURE  OF  THE  MORAL  GOOD,  CONSISTING  IN 
THIS,  THAT  IT  IS  AT  ONCE  ONTOLOGICAL  AND  PSYCHO- 
LOGICAL. 

1 43 1.  We  come  now  to  the  law  of  the  synthesism  of 
reason.  What  consequence  does  this  law  bring  about  in 
the  practical  reason  ? 

This  consequence,  that  just  as  the  rational  principle  has 
a  duality  inasmuch  as  it  goes  beyond  itself,  fixes  itself  and, 
as  it  were,  dwells  in  a  thing  different  from  and  opposed  to 
itself  as  subject,  namely,  in  the  object;  so,  if  the  practical 
reason  acts  according  to  the  proper  law  of  reason,  it  is 
not  only  ordered  and  satisfied  in  itself  (pyschologico- 
moral  good),  but  it  likewise  gives  to  the  being  which  is 
its  object  what  is  due  to  it,  and  thus  the  inherent  claim 
which  that  being  has  to  recognition  [tesigenza  dell'  ente']  is 
satisfied  (ontologico-moral  good). 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  practical  reason  deviates  fi"om 
the  proper  law  of  reason,  two  evils  ensue  :  i.°  Disorder  in 
the  rational  subject  himself,  in  not  uniting  himself  to  his 
term  and  not  displaying  his  practical  activity  toward  it  in 
the  way  that  his  nature  demands  (psychologico-moral 
evil) ;  and  2.°  Disorder  between  the  rational  subject  and 
being,  in  not  observing  the  relation  which,  by  the  natxire 
of  things,  ought  to  exist  between  the  two  (ontologico- 
moral  evil). 

1432.  Hence  it  is,  that  moral  evil  cannot  be  fiiUy 
repaired  by  the  mere  correcting  of  the  disorder  caused  in 
the  practical   activity  of  the  rational  subject,  since  this 
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would  be  merely  restoring  the  psycJiological  order.  Fully 
to  repair  the  evil,  satisfaction  must  further  be  made  to  the 
being  whose  inherent  claim  to  recognition  has  been  violated, 
and  thereby  the  ontologtcal  order  restored.  This  accounts 
for  the  origin  of  punishing  and  avenging  justice,  and  of 
penal  satisfaction.  If,  then,  there  is  any  being  who 
embraces  in  himself  the  whole  ontological  order,  and  there- 
fore watches  over  its  preservation  (and  this  being  is  God), 
his  justice  must  plainly  demand  penal  satisfaction  for  the 
moral  evil  in  behalf  of  the  being  that  has  been  outraged. 

The  same  must  be  said  of  well-doing.  Over  and  above 
the  good  psychological  eflFect  which  flows  from  moral  good 
into  the  lower  order  of  the  subject  that  produces  it,  there 
must  follow  likewise  an  ontological  reward. 

1433.  But  this  reward  is  various  according  to  the 
particular  being  whose  claim  to  respect  has  been  practically 
recognised. 

If  the  upright  man  has  done  that  good  which  regards 
himself  (considering  himself  objectively),  he  will  have,  as 
ontological  good,  an  increased  love  and  respect  for  himself 
(the  testimony  of  conscience,  which  is  a  different  thing  from 
the  feeling  of  psychologico-moral  harmony). 

If  the  upright  man  has  done  that  good  which  regards  his 
fellow  men,  the  ontological  reward  to  which  he  is  entitled 
consists  in  the  love  and  gratitude  of  these ;  and,  if  this  is 
denied  him,  the  Supreme  Being  who  presides  over  the 
ontological  order  must  compensate  him,  even  as  he  must 
visit  with  condign  punishment  those  who  are  guilty  of  the 
unjust  denial. 

If,  finally,  the  upright  man  has  done  that  good  which 
regards  Grod,  God  reserves  for  him  rewards  worthy  of  Him- 
self and  of  the  moral  virtue  which  has  been  exercised 
toward  Him. 

The  same  is  true,  mutatis  mutandis^  with  respect  to  evil. 

But  here  we  must  consider  more  carefully  how  it  is  that 
moral  good  and  evil  are  always  of  a  twofold  nature,  that  is, 
are  at  once  psychological  and  ontological ;  and,  in  order 
to  do  so,  we  must  compare  this  good  which  belongs  to  the 
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activity  of  the  rational  principle,  with  the  good  that  belongs 
to  the  activity  of  the  sensitive  principle. 

The  term  of  the  sensitive  principle  is  not  divided  from 
it,  but  has  with  it  a  union  or  relation  of  reciprocal  activity. 
The  term  of  the  rational  principle,  on  the  contrary,  is 
essentially  opposed  to  it,  and  between  the  two  there  is  no 
reciprocal  activity,  inasmuch  as  they  are  united  only  by  an 
ifUuitive  relation.  Hence  all  the  evil  of  the  sensitive  prin- 
ciple is  resolvable  into  what  it  produces  to  itself.  The  evil 
which  it  produces  in  other  beings  does  not  aflFect  itself,  both, 
because  its  term,  the  material  extended,  is  not,  as  we  have 
said,  susceptible  of  good  and  evil,  and  because  what  is  dis- 
joined from  it  is  not  its  term.  Hence,  if  a  dog,  for  example, 
bites  a  man,  we  do  not  say  that  the  dog  himself  receives 
into  him  any  evil  from  this  action,  and  if  we  call  him  a  bad 
dog,  the  appellation  refers  only  to  the  evil  produced  by 
him,  and,  in  fact,  is  more  a  metaphor  than  anything  else. 
On  the  contrary,  the  rational  subject,  having  for  his  term 
an  object  distinct  from  himself,  whenever  he  does  an  injury, 
for  example,  to  a  human  being,  he  acts  against  the  law  im- 
posed upon  him  by  the  term  of  his  activity,  viz.,  being,  and 
this  on  account  of  the  said  laws  of  objectivity  and  synthe- 
sism,  in  virtue  of  which  this  term  is  present  to  it.  Thus 
the  sensitive  principle  is  subject  to  evil  for  one  reason  only, 
that  is  to  say,  because  its  activity  may  be  found  disordered 
in  its  natural  instinct;  whereas  the  rational  subject  is  the 
cause  of  evil  in  two  ways:  i.°  On  account  of  the  disorder 
which  he  produces  in  the  ontological  order  by  altering  the 
natiiral  relations  between  beings,  and  thus  attempting,  so 
far  as  in  him  lies,  to  destroy  universal  being  which  has  this 
order  inherent  in  its  nature ;  2.°  On  account  of  the  disorder 
which  arises  within  himself  from  not  adhering  to  his 
natural  term  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  his  constitution. 
Hence  we  see  that  the  moral  necessity  is  at  once  objective 
and  subjective.* 

♦  Philosophy  of  Right,  vol.  i.      Moral  Systtniy  sec.  i,  \'-vii. 
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CHAPTER  XVI. 

SECOND  SPECIAL  ONTOLOGICAL  LAW  OF  THE  PRACTICAL 
REASON:    ITS  OBJECT  IS  THE  POSSIBLE. 

1434.  Let  US  now  apply  the  second  law  of  reason,  which 
says  :  "  The  term  of  thought  is  the  possible,"  to  the  prac- 
tical reason.  This  will  give  us  at  once  two  most  noble 
consequences.  The  first  is,  that  "The  practical  reason  has 
for  its  term  the  essence  of  beings  in  relation  to  its  realisa- 
tion ;  "  the  second,  "  That  the  practical  reason  has  for  its 
special  law  harmony  in  the  object  to  which  it  adheres." 
These  consequences  we  will  endeavour  to  explain  in  the 
two  following  articles. 

ARTICLE  I. 

The  Practical  Reason  has  for  its  Term  the  essence  of  beings  in  relation 

to  its  Realisation, 

1435.  In  speaking  of  the  law  of  perception,  we  have 
said  that  the  practical  reason  must  adhere  to  real  being 
proportionately  to  the  measure  of  its  beingness,  and  that 
such  measure  is  determined  by  universal-ideal  being. 

This  measure  consists  in  the  specific  idea  of  the  particular 
being  of  which  there  is  question,  and  this  idea  always 
consists  in  ideal  being  considered  as  manifesting  that  real 
being. 

There  are,  therefore,  three  things :  i .°  Universal-ideal 
being,  the  first  and  absolute  measure,  the  measure  of  all  the 
measures  of  real  beings;  2.°  The  specific  idea,  the  proximate 
measure  of  the  real  being  of  which  there  is  question;  3.°  The 
real  being  measured.  Accordingly,  the  first  law  lies  in  the 
measure  that  measures  all  the  others ;  which  is  equivalent 
to  saying,  that  the  practical  reason  must  act  according  to 
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what  is  pointed  out  by  this  common  measurer,  must  accept 
the  measure  which  it  assigns.  The  second  law  lies  in  the 
proximate  measure;  which  is  equivalent  to  saying,  that 
the  practical  reason,  once  supplied  with  this  measure  by 
the  prime  measurer,  must  hold  it  as  the  norm  of  its  estima- 
tion of  and  adhesion  to  the  said  real  being.  Above  that 
real  being,  therefore,  there  are  these  two  norms  of  the 
practical  reason ;  and  this  shows  that  the  moral  order 
comes  to  the  practical  reason  from  those  laws  which  pre- 
scribe to  it  how  it  must  conduct  itself  towards  each  real 
being".  The  ultimate  ground  of  moral  estimation,  then,  is 
the  idea,  and  a  real  being  is  not  entitled  to  such  estimation 
except  in  so  far  as  the  idea  prescribes  it. 

Now  the  idea  contains  the  essence  of  the  being.  Hence 
the  recognition  yielded  by  the  practical  reason  terminates 
in  that  essence,  and  the  real  being  is  valued,  not  in,  and  by 
reason  of,  itself,  but  in  and  by  reason  of  its  essence.  But 
the  essence  of  a  being,  so  far  as  contingent  beings  are  con- 
cerned, is  ideal  and,  when  considered  in  reference  to  its 
realisation,  it  takes  the  name  oi  possible.  Therefore  the 
ultimate  term  proper  to  the  practical  reason  consists  in  the 
possible  essence  of  the  thing  in  relation  to  its  realisation. 

1436.  From  this  we  can  see  why  it  is  a  moral  act,  not 
only  to  respect  a  real  being  in  proportion  to  the  measure  of 
its  ideal  essence,  but  also  to  tend  to  realise  that  essence. 
In  fact,  if  the  practical  reason  has  for  its  object  the  realisa- 
tion of  essence,  it  follows,  that  if  this  realisation  has  not 
already  taken  place,  or  has  taken  place  only  imperfectly, 
it  will  tend  to  produce  it,  and  to  do  so  in  the  most  complete 
and  perfect  way.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  already  pro- 
duced, the  practical  reason  will  tend  to  adhere  to  the  real 
being  perfectly  realised. 

Hence  the  two  kinds  of  moral  act :  i .°  Adhesion  to 
existent  real  beings  (special  justice) ;  2.°  Realisation  of  ideal 
beings  (beneficence,  charity) ;  and  this  second  is  subdivided 
into  two— the  act  oi producing  and  the  act  oi perfecting,* 

♦  On   the  distinction    between    the      fecting,  see  Pn'ndfUs  of  Moral  Science^ 
moral  act  of  producing  and  that  of  per-      chap,  vii,  art.  iv-vi. 
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From  this  same  doctrine  springs  the  law  of  the  complete 
realisation  of  species^  or  of  excluded  equality ^  which  the 
Creator  follows  in  the  formation  and  government  of  the 
world.* 

'437-  We  have  spoken  only  of  contingent  beings.  But 
the  same  mode  of  reasoning  holds  good  in  the  case  of  the 
Supreme  Necessary  and  Absolute  Being.  For,  although 
the  Supreme  Being  has  subsistence  and  reality  in  His 
essence.  His  essence  is  no  less,  on  this  account,  that  which 
manifests  His  subsistence  and  reality ;  or,  to  put  the  thing 
still  more  clearly,  the  subsistence  of  the  Supreme  Being, 
in  so  far  as  it  makes  itself  known  by  its  own  light,  is  the 
law  imposed  on  the  practical  reason,  and,  in  so  far  as  it 
lives  complete  in  itself,  is  the  real  object  of  the  same  prac- 
tical reason. 


ARTICLE    11. 
//  is  a  Law  of  the  Practical  Reason  to  adhere  to  a  Harmonic  Term. 

1438.  The  essence  which  does  not  in  itself  include  sub- 
sistence is  called  possible  relatively  to  its  realisation. 

Logically  possible  is  whatever  does  not  involve  contra- 
diction. Hence  we  said  that  being,  the  object  of  reason,  is 
free  from  all  contradiction,  self-concordant,  fully  har- 
monic. 

Hence  the  practical  reason,  being  also  itself  reason, 
must,  in  order  to  act  according  to  its  nature,  have  a  har- 
monic term,  free  from  contradiction. 

1439.  On  the  contrary,  a  vicious  man  has  always,  as 
the  term  of  his  action,  a  contradiction.  He  is  always 
striving  to  accomplish  the  impossible. 

In  truth,  it  is  impossible  to  destroy  the  intrinsic  order 
of  universal  being,  to  make  being,  considered  according  to 
its  essence,  diflFerent  from  what  it  is ;  because  essences  are 
immutable.  Now  when  a  man,  instead  of  recognising  a 
conceived  being   in   accordance  with   its    true    measure, 

♦  Theodicy,  nos.  617-641. 
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chooses  to  recognise  it  according  to  an  arbitrary  measure, 
he  represents  to  himself  the  essence  of  that  being  with  an 
altered  measure,  and  therefore  as  of  greater  or  of  less  value 
than  it  truly  is.  Consequently,  he  represents  to  himself  the 
felse  as  the  object  of  his  activity.  Still  he  does  not  present 
it  as  false,  but  as  true.  I  say  as  irue^  because  no  one  can 
ftdly  and  absolutely  desire  to  deceive  himself,  and  every 
vicious  man  necessarily  tries  to  persuade  himself  that  the 
good  which  he  desires  is  true  good.  Could  he  be  convinced 
that  it  is  not  even  here  and  ftow  true  good,  he  would  never 
pursue  it,  in  other  words,  he  would  not  abandon  true  good 
for  what  he  would  then  know  not  to  be  a  good.  Of  course, 
he  may  with  his  theoretic  reason  know  that  he  is  mistaken, 
but  he  does  not  recognise  this  with  his  practical  reason.  He 
will  say  to  himself  that  the  good  which  seduces  him  is  not 
good  generally,  and  that  it  will  bring  in  its  train  a  greater 
evil ;  but  at  the  same  time  he  will  persuade  himself  that  it 
is  good  for  him  at  present,  abstracting  with  his  thought 
from  the  future,  from  consequences  and  from  a  thousand 
other  considerations;  for,  as  we  have  said,  it  is  through 
abstraction  that  the  practical  reason  deviates  from  the  path 
prescribed  to  it  by  its  natural  laws.  If,  therefore,  prac- 
tically and  in  the  act  of  operating,  he  will  have  it  that 
what  is  evil  shall  be  good,  he  attempts  by  this  activity  to 
pervert  the  nature  of  and  destroy  truth,  to  cause  what  is  in 
one  mode  to  be  in  another,  to  change  the  order  of  being. 

Now,  if  this  were  possible,  being  would  fall  into  contra- 
diction with  itself,  inasmuch  as  it  would  be  one  thing  and 
have  one  measure  for  the  theoretic  reason,  and  be  another 
thing  and  have  another  measure  for  the  practical  reason. 
Hence  the  practical  reason,  when  attempting  by  vicious 
action  to  place  being  in  contradiction  with  itself,  attempts 
the  impossible. 

1440.  Herein  we  see  the  origin  of  the  incessant  struggle 
and  implacable  conflict  which  rages  in  the  bosom  of  every 
vicious  man,  as  well  as  of  the  peace  and  harmony  with 
himself  which  the  righteous  man  enjoys.* 

♦  See  Moral  System,  prefixed  to  the  Philosophy  of  Right,  sec.  i,  ii. 
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CHAPTER   XVII. 

THIRD  SPECIAL  ONTOLOGICAL  LAW  OF  THE  PRACTICAL 
REASON :  IT  HAS  AS  ITS  TERM  AN  INTELLIGENT  SUE- 
STANCE. 

1 44 1.  The  four  following  laws  of  reason  merely  define 
what  cannot  constitute  its  term,  and  with  respect  to  the 
practical  reason  have  the  same  negative  import  Th^ 
show  that  the  practical  reason  has  not  found  its  proper 
term  so  long  as  what  it  seeks  to  adhere  to  is  a  thing  want- 
ing either  in  the  first  act,  or  in  unity,  or  in  duration,  or  in 
determinateness.  This  means  that  the  term  of  the  prac- 
tical reason  must  be  some  substance.  Hence  what  is 
merely  accident  cannot  constitute  a  proper  term  for  the 
practical  reason,  which  must  always  refer  what  is  acci- 
dental to  what  is  substantial.  This  we  have  seen  when 
speaking  of  the  law  of  prudence. 

1442.  Moreover,  inasmuch  as  that  which  is  corporeal 
has  no  unity  proper  to  itself,  but  borrows  its  unity  from  the 
sentient  principle  (in  which  alone  it  has  continuity!,  it 
follows  that  the  mere  corporeal  cannot  be  a  true  term  for 
the  practical  reason. 

In  the  same  way,  the  purely  animal-sentient  principle 
cannot  constitute  a  proper  final  term  of  the  practical  reason, 
since  it  is  not  a  complete  being,  but  only  a  certain  rudi- 
ment of  being,  on  the  way  to  become  a  being.  Besides, 
the  practical  reason,  as  we  have  seen,  must  always  extend 
with  its  action  to  the  infinite,  this  being  what  renders  it 
moral  (1422).  But  the  animal  principle  contains  nothing 
infinite.  Therefore  this  principle  cannot  in  any  way  be  a 
proper  ultimate  term  of  the  practical  reason. 
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The  intelligent  being,  on  the  contrary,  through  having 
its  seat  in  the  infinite,  in  ideal  being,  in  the  essence  of 
being — in  so  far  as  it  fixes  itself  on  and  rests  in  it — and 
thus  being  naturally  ordered  in  view  of  it,  partakes  of  the 
infinite  dignity  of  the  same.  Consequently  it  has  the  nature 
oiend^  and  hence  of  a  proper  term  for  the  practical  reason. 

1443.  But  since,  even  among  real  intelligent  beings, 
there  is  an  order,  and  the  finite  real  is  only  a  production  of 
the  Infinite  which  creates  it ;  therefore  the  practical  reason 
is  naturally  boimd  to  adhere  to  the  finite  intelligent  being 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  refer  it  to  its  principle,  to  Grod  the 
Creator,  in  Whom  alone,  as  in  its  ultimate,  complete  and 
absolute  term,  it  finds  rest. 

These  observations  must  suffice  as  regards  the  onto- 
logical  laws  of  the  rational  principle.  Let  us  now  pass  on 
to  the  second  class,  that  is,  to  the  psychological  laws. 


430  PSYCHOLOGY. 


CHAPTER  XVIII. 

ON  THE  PSYCHOLOGICAL  LAWS  OF  THE  RATIONAL  PRIN- 
CIPLE, CORRESPONDING  TO  THE  GENERAL  ONTOLOGICAL 
LAWS. 

1444.  Although  the  term  is  what  rouses  the  activity  of 
the  principle  to  which  it  is  conjoined,  nevertheless,  when  this 
union  has  taken  place,  the  principle  has  likewise  an  activity 
of  its  own.  In  man's  natural  life,  the  term  of  the  rational 
principle  is  twofold,  viz.,  ideal  being  and  the  finite  real 
(the  world).  This  twofold  term  must  necessarily  arouse  in 
the  rational  principle  a  twofold  activity.  And  as  this  two- 
fold activity  must,  to  a  great  extent,  be  determined  in  its 
mode  of  operating  by  the  nature  of  the  principle  itself,  or 
the  soul,  so  the  psychologfical  laws  must  be  divided  into 
two  classes — those  which  correspond  to  the  ontologfical 
laws,  and  those  which  correspond  to  the  cosmologfical. 

But  of  the  cosmological  laws  we  have  not  yet  beg^n  to 
speak.  We  shall,  therefore,  at  present  limit  ourselves  to 
explaining  the  psychologfical  laws  which  correspond  to  the 
ontological  ones,  leaving  the  other  class  to  be  discussed 
later. 

Nevertheless,  we  shall  not  be  able  to  do  this  without,  in 
some  degree,  touching  upon  cosmological  laws.  But  what 
we  shall  say  of  these  now  will  only  be,  as  it  were,  an  instal- 
ment of  what  we  shall  have  to  say  afterwards  when  we 
come  to  treat  them  exprofesso. 

1445.  The  general  ontological  law  which  sums  up  all 
the  others  may  be  expressed  thus:  "The  term  of  the 
rational  principle  is  being."  If,  therefore,  any  condition 
essential  to  being  were  wanting,  the  term  of  the  rational 
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principle  would  no  longer  exist.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  no 
essential  condition  of  being  is  wanting,  this  principle, 
having  thus  its  proper  term,  exercises  its  activity  in  it. 

In  order  properly  to  apply  this  law  to  man,  we  were 
obligfed  to  take  note  of  the  three  essential  conditions  of 
being.     Accordingly,  we  said, 

i.*^  That  being  has  three  forms  and  is  complete  in  each 
of  them,  and  that,  therefore,  being  may  be  given  to  a  sub- 
ject in  its  ideal  form  without  being  gfiven  to  it  in  the  other 
two; 

2.^  That  being  cannot  be  given  in  its  real  and  moral 
forms  without  being  gfiven  in  its  ideal  form  also  ;  because 
ideal  being  is  what  manifests  the  essence  of  beings  and  being 
cannot  be  the  object  of  thought  in  any  form,  if  it  lacks  its 
own  proper  essence  ;  * 

3.°  That  inasmuch  as  being  in  its  ideal  form  is  essen- 
tially object^  the  rational  principle  which  is  informed  by  it 
can  have  no  term  except  under  the  form  of  object, 

1446.  Hence  we  may  infer : 

i.°  That  the  rational  principle,  in  so  far  as  naturally 
intellective,  has  only  that  activity  which  ideal  being  can 
impart  to  it ; 

2^  That  this  principle,  even  if  it  were  entirely  separate 
from  the  fiindamental-animal  feeling,  would  find  rest  in 
ideal  being,  its  natural  term ; 

3.°  That  it  cannot  move  toward  any  other  act,  unless 
roused  to  do  so  by  a  new  object. 

In  these  propositions  are  contained  the  germs  of  the 
psychological  laws  which  we  purpose  to  explain.  Let  us 
begin  by  considering  the  last. 

*  Thus  if  anyone  were  to  maintain      essence  being  seen,  he  would  be  main- 
that  God  can  be   seen    without    His     taining  an  absurdity. 
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CHAPTER  XIX. 

FIRST  PSYCHOLOGICAL  LAW  :     RATIONAL  INERTIA- 

1447.  The  last  of  the  three  propositions  just  stated 
means  that,  supposing  the  rational  principle  were  not 
moved  to  action  by  any  other  object  than  ideal  being,  it 
would  remain  in  a  state  of  perpetual  quiescence,  with 
nothing  more  than  the  intuitive  act  which  unites  it  to  die 
term  given  it  by  nature. 

1448.  In  fact,  he  who  inquires  into  the  subjective  UiJS 
according  to  which  the  rational  principle  operates,  may 
propose  to  himself  the  solution  of  two  questions : 

i.°  According  to  what  laws  is  the  rational  principle 
moved  to  its  second  acts  ? 

2.°  According  to  what  laws  does  this  principle,  when 
moved,  proceed  in  executing  its  movements  ? 

1449.  -A.S  to  the  first  question,  the  reply  must  be  that 
the  rational  principle  is  not  moved  to  any  second  act  unless 
some  new  object  besides  ideal  being,  something  real,  be 
given  to  it. 

But  since  the  real  being  in  which  thought  terminates 
may  be  either  finite  or  infinite,  incomplete  or  complete; 
and  since,  when  it  is  infinite  and  complete,  its  reality  is 
absolutely  identical  with  the  essence  seen  in  its  idea,  and 
is,  therefore,  itself  and/^r  se  object ;  we  must  conclude,  that 
the  activity  that  would  be  roused  in  the  rational  principle 
by  the  infinite  real  if  this  were  to  communicate  itself  to  it, 
would  be  in  a  strict  sense  ontologtcaL  Hence  one  might 
wish  to  know  what  would  be  the  subjective-ontological  laws 
of  the  rational  principle  in  this  case.  Now  it  is  evident 
that  the  activity  roused  in  the  rational  principle  would  be 
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the  greatest  possible,  while  at  the  same  time  it  would  be 
perfectly  simple,  that  is,  would  all  resolve  itself  into  an  act 
simply  and  completely  resting  in  its  term.  Consequently, 
this  act  once  completed,  there  would  be  no  other  movement 
except  that  which  might  arise  from  the  passage  between 
the  ideal  and  the  real — an  act  of  delight  in  seeing  that 
that  real  filled  the  whole  of  the  ideal,  and  that  the  ideal 
expressed  and,  so  to  speak,  illuminated  the  whole  of  that 
real.  To  this  incessant  passage  of  attention  and  contem- 
plation the  rational  principle  might  be  moved  by  what  it 
would,  in  the  real  itself,  find  identical  with  and  distinct 
from  the  ideal.* 

1450.  But  leaving  out  of  view  the  communication  of  the 
infinite  real  being,  any  communication  of  the  finite  real  can 
do  no  more  than  rouse  a  cosmological  activity,  and  so  be  the 
source  of  laws  merely  cosmological,  not  ontological.  Given 
that  this  activity  has  been  roused,  it  is  certain  that  the  mode 
in  which  the  rational  principle  acts  draws  its  character  from 
ideal  being,  and  is,  therefore,  ontological ;  and  this  shows 
that  there  can  be  subjective-ontological  laws,  although 
with  respect  to  ideal  being  taken  by  itself  alone,  or  to  in- 
finite real  being,  there  can  be  only  that  simple  act  which 
terminates  in  it  and  there  rests. 

145 1 .  This  need,  which  the  rational  principle  has  of  new 
objects  in  order  to  perform  new  acts,  is  what  we  call  the 
psychological  law  of  inertiay  a  law  by  virtue  of  which  it  is 
impossible  for  that  principle  to  move  from  a  state  of 
quiescence  to  that  of  action  unless  there  be  an  object  to 
attract  it  and  set  it  in  motion ;  although  when  it  is  once  in 
motion  it  may  do  various  things  in  virtue  of  another  law,. 
that  of  spontaneity.! 


♦  Theodicy^  nos.  694-608.  Here  it 
need  not  be  objected  that  God,  al- 
though not  going  beyond  Himself, 
does  things  which  are  distinct  from 
Him;  because  it  is  always  true  that 
the  Creator  touches  with  His  creative 
act  each  created  thing,  in  so  far  as  it  is 
a  term  of  creation;  whereas  we  are 
speaking  of  the  supposition  that  the 


soul  sees  God  without  at  the  same  time- 
having  any  connection  or  contact  with 
created  things. 

t  In  the  Antkropologv  (nos.  439.  440, 
443-448)  we  have  spoken  of  the  two- 
laws  of  inertia  and  spontaneity^  which 
govern  the  animal.  These  occur  also 
in  the  rational  being,  with  the  addition 
of  another,  liberty.' 


VOL.  II. 
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CHAPTER  XX. 

RECONCILIATION  OF  PSYCHOLOGICAL  INERTIA  WITH  THE 
VARIOUS  OPERATIONS  OF  THE  SOUL  BY  MEANS  OF 
THE  LAW  OF  SPONTANEITY. 

ARTICLE  I. 
Hcfw  the  Spontaneity  of  the  Rational  Principle  is  roused. 

1452.  If,  therefore,  the  human  soul  or  rational  principle 
moves  only  when  a  term  is  furnished  to  it,  how  are  we  to 
account  for  the  wonderful  activity  which  it  displays  in 
such  a  variety  of  operations  that  lead  it  on  to  further  and 
further  developments  without  end  ?  Does  it  not  seem  as 
if  there  were  no  alternative  between  the  object  being  given 
to  it  and  not  being  given,  in  the  first  of  which  cases  it 
would  merely,  by  a  perfectly  simple  act,  unite  itself  to  the 
object  and  rest  there,  and  in  the  second  would  not  act  at 
all? 

I  reply :  This  is  exactly  what  would  happen  if  the  soul, 
as  principle,  had  not  an  activity  of  its  own.  It  is  true  that 
it  would  not  have  such  activity  unless  the  object  were  given 
to  it ;  but  the  object  being  once  gfiven,  the  activity  exists, 
and  has  its  own  special  laws,  those  psychological  laws  of 
which  we  are  in  search. 

First  of  all,  let  us  bear  in  mind  that,  as  we  have  already 
seen,  the  union  of  the  rational  subject  with  the  object  takes 
ilace  in  two  ways,  the  one  speculative  or  theoretic^  the  other 
^uticaL  Now,  the  merely  speculative  or  theoretic  union  is 
^'  ^^rst  act  of  union,  which  is  determined  by  the  presence 
that  I.  object,  and  is,  therefore  ontologicaL    The  practical 
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union,  on  the  other  hand,  is  due  to  the  activity  of  the  sub- 
ject himself,  and  is,  therefore,  a psyc/iologtcal union* 

1453.  Hence  we  have  seen  that  the  ontological  laws  of 
the  theoretic  reason  are  physically  necessary,  inasmuch  as 
they  come  from  the  object  and  from  the  Creative  Power 
which  posits  the  soul  as  intuiting  the  object,  and  therefore 
are  not  derived  from  the  rational  activity  of  the  soul,  which, 
on  the  contrary,  is  created  by  them. 

On  the  other  hand,  when  we  inquired  whether  the 
practical  reason  had  any  ontological  laws,  and,  if  so,  what 
they  were,  we  found  none  that  were  physically  necessary  ;t 
all  of  them  were  only  morally  necessary.  What  do  we 
mean  by  ontological  laws  morally  necessary  ?  We  mean 
laws  which  are  such  as  to  determine,  not  the  physical,  but 
merely  the  moral  action  of  the  practical  reason,  in  other 
words,  not  what  it  actually  does,  but  what  it  ought  to  do 
in  order  to  be  perfect. 

The  practical  reasotty  therefore,  has  two  kinds  of  laws, 
those  according  to  which  its  own  nature  prompts  it  to  act — 
the  psychological — and  those  according  to  which  it  is  bound 
to  act  in  order  to  be  perfect — the  o7itological  and  moral. 
This  second  kind  of  laws  we  have  already  expounded ;  we 
shall  now  endeavour  to  expound  the  first. 

1454.  But  since  the  practical  reason  is  only  a  kind  of 
continuation  of  the  theoretic  reason,  even  as  second  acts 
are  a  kind  of  continuation  of  the  first  act,  so  the  practical 
reason  never  acts  alone,  but  always  in  conjunction  with  the 
theoretic,  from  which,  as  from  its  origin,  it  sets  out.  Hence 
it  happens  that  in  the  operation  of  the  practical  reason  we 
find  the  laws  of  the  theoretic  reason  already  in  force; 


♦  We  must,  nevertheless,  observe 
that  even  this  psychological  union  is, 
in  part,  determined  by  the  knowledge 
of  the  object  as  by  a  stimulus,  and 
hence  it  is  that  the  diversity  of  objects 
causes  the  soul  to  be  moved  to  greater 
or  less  activity.  And  in  general  the 
following  principle,  of  which  we  shall 
elsewhere  speak,  may  be  laid  down  as 
true,  namely,  that  certain  complex  ob- 
jects,  having   an   order   among  their 


elements,  excite  in  the  soul  a  complex 
and  manifold  activity,  that  is,  an  ac- 
tivity resulting  from  several  acts  having 
an  order  among  themselves ;  with  this 
pecidiarity,  however,  that,  whereas  in 
the  complex  object  the  intrinsic  order 
is  simultaneous,  in  the  activity  of  the 
soul  the  order  unfolds  itself  in  succes- 
sive acts. 

f  Physically  necessary  is  what  proceeds 
from  the  nature  (pilots)  of  any  being. 
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although  it  does  not  follow  from  this  that  the  two  sets  of 
laws  are  the  same.  On  the  contrary,  we  must  be  \'ery 
careful  not  to  confound  these  two  most  distinct  kinds  of 
laws. 

1455.  Psychological  activily  and  spontaneity  are,  therefore, 
perfectly  reconcilable  with  psychological  inertia^  since  the 
latter  consists  in  the  soul  being  incapable  of  acting  with- 
out an  object,  and  the  former  consists  in  the  soul  uniting 
itself  in  different  degrees  and  modes  to  the  object  after  this 
has  been  given  to  it. 

ARTICLE  II. 
Description  of  the  Psychological  Development. 

1456.  In  order,  however,  that  the  reader  may  have  this 
harmony  more  clearly  before  his  mind,  it  will  not  be  use- 
less to  sum  up  here  briefly  all  that  we  have  said  in  various 
places  concerning  man's  psychological  development.  It  pro- 
ceeds by  the  following  steps  or  modes  of  action  on  the  part 
of  the  spirit,  of  all  of  which  we  venture  to  think  that  an 
adequate  explanation  has  been  given. 

I .°  The  rational  principle  does  not  move  unless  an  object 
be  given  to  it  to  unite  itself  with ; 

2.°  If  this  object  is  infinite  ideal  being  only,  the  rational 
principle  rests  in  it,  and  then  its  action  (intuition)  is, 
like  the  object,  perfectly  simple.  It  cannot  move  any 
further,  its  movement  having  reached  its  complete  term ; 

3.°  If  the  object  is  a  real,  given  in  feeling,  this  promotes 
perception,  in  which  there  is  multiplicity,  inasmuch  as  it 
includes  at  once,  [a]  the  infinite  ideal,  {b)  the  ideal  as 
measuring  the  essence  of  the  real  (concept  of  the  real, 
measure  of  the  real),  {c)  the  affirmation  of  the  real,  that  is, 
of  the  realisation  of  the  concept.  All  these  are,  so  to 
speak,  organically  united ; 

4.°  If  for  any  cause  the  affirmation  of  the  real,  or  the 
memory  of  it,  ceases,  there  remains  in  the  mind  the  con- 
cept of  the  thing,  upheld  by  some  real  vestige  of  the  fad- 
ing, which  vestige  takes  the  place  of  the  thing ; 
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5.°  But  a  real  perceived  by  our  theoretic  reason  may 
become  an  object  of  our  wills  (psychological  activity),  not 
merely  as  conceived^  but  as  real.  Thus  the  soul  is  united 
with  the  object  in  two  different  ways. 

In  fact,  the  will  sometimes  takes  delight  simply  in 
actually  knowing  a  thing  (delight  of  contemplation),  and 
then  it  is  satisfied  with  having  the  object  present  in  the 
concept  of  the  theoretic  reason,  and  with  the  contemplation 
of  it,  which  is  an  act  of  the  practical  reason.* 

6.°  But  sometimes  the  will  is  not  satisfied  with  merely 
contemplating  the  known  object ;  it  desires  to  have  actual 
fhiition  of  it,  to  possess  it  as  real,  as  the  term  of  feeling, 
and  not  simply  of  cognition. 

And  with  regard  to  this  real  union,  there  may  be  two 
kinds  of  volitions,  the  affective  and  the  appreciative. '\  In  the 
merely  affective  volitionSy  the  rational  principle  limits  itself 
to  seconding  the  instinct,  and  therefore  holds  itself  in  a 
negative  attitude  with  respect  to  the  term  of  the  instinct, 
conceiving  it  indeed  in  being,  but  not  distinctly  appre- 
ciating it  as  good.  In  appreciative  volitionSy  on  the  con- 
trary, the  act  of  appreciation  comes  in  before  everything  else. 
1457.  Now  the  appreciative  volition  (we  shall  confine 
ourselves  to  this  at  present),  which  longs  for  the  real  as  the 
term  of  feeling,  is  different  according  to  the  different 
sensories,  and  the  different  ways  in  which  they  unite  with 
their  term.     Hence, 

[a]  In  the  case  of  the  sight,  in  order  that  there  may  be 
appreciative  volition,  it  is  enough  that  the  real  be  visible 
to  the  eye.  The  visive  percept iofi  of  it  will  be  the  object  of 
the  longing.  Thus,  it  is  enough  to  look  at  a  fine  peach 
hanging  perfectly  ripe  on  a  tree,  in  order  to  feel  a  wish 
for  it. 


♦  This  contemplation  was  considered 
by  the  Schoolmen  as  an  act  of  the 
tneoretic  reason;  but  since  it  is  de- 
lightful, voluntary,  and  loving,  it  ought 
in  my  opinion  to  be  assigned  to  the 
practical  reason.  It  is,  indeed,  the 
practical  act  that  approaches  most 
closely  to    the    act    of  the    theoretic 


reason,  and  is  a  reinforcement  of  it; 
and  it  is  precisely  in  this  act  of  prac- 
tical reason,  reinforcing  and  completing 
the  act  of  the  theoretic,  that  I  would 
place  beatitude ;  not  in  an  act  of  mere 
theoretic  reason  without  any  intervene 
tion  of  the  human  will. 
t  Anthropology^  612-635. 
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{p)  In  the  case  of  the  touch,  it  will  not  be  enough  that 
the  real  be  at  a  certain  distance  at  which  it  can  be  seen  ;  it 
must  be  within  reach  of  the  hand.  For  example,  the  child  in 
its  mother's  arms,  seeing  that  fine  peach  hanging  on  the 
tree,  will  stretch  forth  its  little  hands  toward  it,  and  give 
other  unmistakable  signs  of  its  desire  to  have  that  beauti- 
ful fruit  plucked  so  that  it  may  be  able  to  handle  it  at 
pleasure. 

{c)  In  the  case  of  the  taste  or  the  alimentary  sense,  there 
will  be  a  longing  for  eating  the  real  thing  itself.  The 
child  will  wish  to  put  that  fruit  into  its  mouth  and  eat  it. 

The  same  must  be  said  of  every  other  sensory.  In 
general,  therefore,  there  is  a  desire  that  the  term  longed  for 
should  be  united  to  the  sensory  to  which  it  belongs,  in  the 
particular  way  which  that  sensory  demands. 

7.°  Hence  it  is,  that  the  real  conceived  by  the  theoretic 
reason,  whenever  the  will  longs  for  it  as  the  real  term  of  a 
feeling,  receives  the  character  of  end  with  respect  to  the 
will,  whose  activity  is,  therefore,  at  once  roused  to  seek  the 
means  for  attaining  that  end.  These  means  may  be  found 
by  a  play  of  the  merely  affective  voliitonSy  or  else  ^Ha^  practical 
reason  may  set  itself  in  motion  for  finding  them  by  appre- 
ciative and  calculating  volitions. 

8.°  In  this  last  case,  the  practical  reason  moves  the 
theoretic  reason  to  find  the  means  in  question. 

1458.  At  the  same  time  we  must  not  conclude  from  this, 
that  the  abstract  concepts  of  end  and  meajis  are  hereby 
formed.  There  is  as  yet  nothing  really  abstract  in  the 
theoretic  reason.  It  acts  in  accordance  with  the  relations 
of  the  several  beings  without  abstracting  these  relations 
from  them.  It  sees  those  relations  /'«,  and  not  separately 
from  them,  although  with  acts  which  have  already  a 
complex  and  manifold  term,  so  that  its  parts  are,  as  it  were, 
organs  of  a  single  understood  whole,  existing  in  and  through 
that  whole. 

This  manner  of  acting  in  view  of  means  and  ends  with- 
out yet  abstractly  knowing  them  as  such,  does  not  belong 
to  abstract  thought^  but  to  complex  or  manifold  thought;  for 
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in  the  object  of  thought  there  may  be  multiplicity  without 
abstraction.  Thus  we  have  seen  that  in  the  object  of 
perception  there  are  three  elements  distinguishable;  and 
yet  it  is  a  single  operation,  and  its  object  is  one,  though 
organic. 

1459.  9.°  But  this  relation  of  means  and  end  is  already 
a  link  between  ideas  and  perceptions.  Other  links  sub- 
sequently manifest  themselves,  which  associate  them  in 
a  thousand  forms,  and  out  of  many  forms  make  a  single 
thought ;  and  the  instrument  which  imparts  new  activity  to 
thought  is  the  association  and  spontaneity  of  phantasms. 
In  fact,  we  have  seen  that  it  is  a  law  of  the  rational  prin- 
ciple to  unite  the  idea  to  every  feeling.  Hence  the 
phantasms  excite  thought.  Now  it  is  a  peculiarity  of  the 
phantasy  that  it  has  a  kind  of  spontaneous  motion  ;  whence 
it  happens,  that,  on  one  phantasm  being  excited,  others  and 
yet  others  make  their  appearance.*  As  a  consequence, 
thoughts  are  likewise  made  to  succeed  each  other  by  this 
stimulus. 

1460.  Again,  the  phantasy  is  subject  to  the  law  of 
habit,  and  this  law  is  imposed  on  it  partly  even  by  the 
thoughts.  For  as  the  phantasms  move  the  thoughts  corres- 
ponding to  them,  so  the  thoughts,  in  turn,  move  the 
phantasms.     Now  thoughts  are  bound  together  by  their 

•  logical  nextiSy  and  hence  the  corresponding  phantasms  also 
are  wont  to  exhibit  themselves  in  a  series  which  might  be 
called  rational.  Indeed,  the  various  series  of  reasonings 
which  the  mind  has  once  gone  through,  have  the  effect  of 
binding  together  and  producing  the  corresponding  series  of 
phantasms.  Hence,  subsequently,  those  reasoned  series  of 
phantasms  which  are  bound  together  in  conformity  with 
the  different  reasonings,  are  habitually  roused  in  us  as  soon 
as  the  necessary  impulse  is  given  to  our  internal  sense,  and 
along  with  them  there  return  the  corresponding  reasonings. 
Thus  the  habit  to  which  the  phantasy  is  subject  is  com- 
municated to  the  faculty  of  thought  which  is  linked  to  it ; 
and  this  is  what  we  call  reasoning  phantasy ^  or  reasofiing 

*  Antkropology^  nos.  416-494. 
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habity  of  which  we  make  use  to  explain  the  phenomena  of 
sleep,  of  reveries,  &c.  And  here  it  must  be  remembered 
that  this  reasoning  habit  [e^f  ptgri  "Kfr/ov]  which  begfins  at 
this  stage  of  man's  intellective  development,  grows  and 
amplifies  much  more  with  the  other  grades  of  the  develop- 
ment of  thought  which  we  are  about  to  describe. 

lo.^  The  association  of  perceptions  and  ideas  causes  one 
real  to  become  a  sigpi  of  another  real,  and  one  perception 
of  another  perception.  In  this  way  a  language  naturally 
begins  to  be  formed.  Moreover,  nature,  instinct,  teaches 
man  to  use  this  association  of  perceptions  in  dealing  with 
his  fellows,  because,  when  he  wishes  to  reach  an  end,  he 
sometimes  requires  to  let  these  know  the  fact,  the  know- 
ledge thus  imparted  being  a  mea'ns  of  attaining  that  end. 
Again,  the  wisdom  of  the  Creator  has  furnished  man, 
among  other  modes  of  communicating  his  wants  and  voli- 
tions to  his  fellows,  with  a  means  most  suitable  for  that  pur- 
pose, I  mean  with  the  power  of  producing  articulate  sounds, 
and  has  given  him  the  instinct  of  using  that  power  simply  as 
a  physical  consequence  of  his  feelings  and  thoughts.  Hence 
we  find  that  man,  when  animated  by  some  more  or  less 
strong  sentiment,  instinctively  utters  sounds  even  if  he  is 
alone,  and  this  because  the  rapid  motion  of  his  tongue,  the 
expulsion  of  air  from  the  lungs,  and  the  fitting  conformation 
of  the  throat,  are  the  effect  of  his  internal  feeling,  even 
independently  of  the  aptitude  these  sounds  have  to  express 
a  meaning,  which  aptitude,  however,  is  discovered  very 
soon  afterwards.  This  is  already  a  gpreat  step  forward  in 
man's  intellective  development;  but  abstraction  properly 
so  called  has  not  yet  any  part  in  it. 

1 1 .°  Now  comes  the  question  :  Are  these  sounds  and 
the  other  signs  that  man  employs  to  let  others  know  his 
own  needs,  feelings  and  volitions,  proper,  or  common 
names  ?     I  answer: 

Their  nature  is  that  of  common  names,  because  they 
express  concepts  (otherwise  they  would  be  instinctive 
sounds,  and  not  imposed  signs) ;  but  the  use  they  are  put  to 
at  first  is  that  of  proper  names,  because  they  express  the 
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concepts  as  still  bound  up  with  feeling,  that  is,  they  ex- 
press the  perceptions  *  of  which  those  concepts  form  part. 

They  begin  by  being  proper  names,  because  they  begin 
in  the  act  in  which  they  are  imposed  upon  the  objects  of 
perception,  each  of  which  objects  is  in  its  nature  singular  ; 
but  as  every  perception  has  the  common  in  it,  that  is,  the 
concept  which  is  essentially  common,  they  are  very  soon 
used  as  common,  t.e.j  as  soon  as  the  concept  bound  up  with 
the  object  of  perception,  and  so  particularised,  is  loosed 
from  that  extrinsic  bond. 

In  order  to  see  by  what  mode  of  progpression,  and  to  what 
point,  man,  or  rather  men  living  in  society,  may  advance  in 
the  formation  of  language,  it  is  necessary  to  consider  care- 
fully the  nature  of  perception,  that  first  generator  of  names. 

The  elements  of  perception  are  three :  i .°  The  idea  (un- 
limited ideal  being;  2.°  The  concept  (ideal  being  limited 
by  the  relation  which  sensitive  perception  has  to  it) ;  s.'' 
The  act  of  the  spirit  affirming  the  subsistence,  that  is,  the 
realisation  of  the  concept. 

At  the  very  first,  therefore,  the  imposed  name  marks 
this  triple  object  of  the  perception ;  but  very  soon  after- 
wards the  spirit  abandons  the  subsistence^  having  no  need 
for  it,  and  retains  only  the  concept  intuited  in  the  idea. 
The  name  does  not,  on  this  account,  change  its  nature ;  but 
it  is  henceforth  used  as  common. 

1 46 1.  12.°  But  what  is  the  nature  of  the  concept  acquired 
in  perception  r — At  the  outset,  the  intellective  perception 
takes  place  on  occasion  of  sensations  and  sensitive  percep- 
tions. Now  the  different  senses  that  perceive  the  same  real 
naturally  split  it  up,  so  to  speak,  into  many  reals,  because 
they  present  its  diverse  sensible  qualities  by  separate  per- 
ceptions. Hence  man  may  connect  different  sounds  with 
this  same  real,  one  sound  to  indicate  it  as  a  coloured  object, 
another  to  indicate  it  as  an  object  savoury  to  the  palate, 
&c.t    This  is  not  yet  pure  abstraction.     Each  of  those 

♦  New  Essay,  vol.  i,  nos.  134-2 10.  Thomas  makes  a  very  happy  use  of  this 

t  This  fact  connected  with  the  sense  fact  of  the  sense  to  show  that  abstrac- 

misled  the  Aristotelians,  who  attributed  tion  does  not  belong  to  the  object,  but 

to  the  sense  a  kind  of  abstraction.     St.  to  z. psychological  law.    He  says :  ^^Et 
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sounds  simply  indicates  a  real  substance,  as  gfiven  by  the 
corresponding  sense,  and  is  a  qtialificated  substantive  noun  ; 
and  even  when  man  discovers  the  identity  of  the  individual 


hoc  possumus  videre  per  simile  in  sensu, 
Vistis  enim  videt  colorem  potni  sine  ejus 
odore.     Si  ergo  quaraturf  ubi  sit  color, 
quividetur  sine  odore,  manifestum  est 
quod  color  qui  videtur  non  est  nisi  in 
porno,     Sed  quod  sit  sine  odore  percep' 
tuSf  hoc  accidit  ei  ex  parte  visus ;  in 
quantum  in  visu  est  similitudo  coloris, 
et  non  odoris.  Similiter  hunianitas  qua 
intelligitur  non  est  nisi  in  hoc  vet  in 
illo  homine ;  sed  quod  huntanitas  ap' 
prehendatur  sine  individualibus  con- 
ditionibus,  quod  est  ipsum  abstrahi,  ad 
QUOD    SEQUITUR    INTENTIO    UNIVER- 
SALITATIS,   accidit  humanitati  secun- 
dum quod  percipitur  ab  intellectu,  in 
quo  est  SIMILITUDO  NATURAE  SPECIEl, 
et  non  individuantium  principiorum  " 
{Sum,  Theol.,  Pt.  I,  q.  Ixxxv,  art.  ii, 
ad  2ni).    Now,  here  there  are  several 
things  to  be  observed.    As  an  agent 
acting  in  two  patients  differently  dis- 
posed produces  two  different  passions, 
so  a  body,  when  acting  upon  different 
sensitive    organs,     produces    different 
passions.      One  organ  cannot  receive 
the  action  suitable  to  another  organ; 
for  example,  the  organ  of  sight  cannot 
receive  the  action  that  produces  odour, 
but  only  that  which  produces  colour. 
Sight  is  limited  to  colour,  but  as  to 
smell  and  other  sensations,  it  is  alto- 
gether devoid  of  them.     Here  we  have 
not  yet  what  the  Schoolmen  called  in- 
tentio  universal itatis,  because  real  odour 
is  as  peculiar  to  the  organ  of  smell  as 
colour  is  to  the  eye,  and  body  to  any  of 
the  sensories.    In  the  sense  there  is, 
therefore,  the  particular,  and  this  may 
be  only  partial,  as,  for  example,   the 
effect  of  smell  is  partial  with  respect  to 
all  the  other  effects  which  a  body  may 
produce  in  the  various  sensories.  There 
IS,  therefore,  nothing  universal  in  the 
sense ;  there  is,  on  the  contrary,  some- 
thing exclusive  or  negative,  because  the 
sensation  of   colour   excludes  that  of 
smell  and  the  others  belonging  to  the 
other  sensories.  But  the  universal  does 
not  lie  in  this  exclusiveness  and  nega- 
tiveness;  it  is  something  which  in  its 
possibility  extends  to  and  embraces  an 
infinite  number  of  particulars.    Neither 
is  it  possible  for  the  universal  to  be 
partial,  because  a  part  can  be  univer- 


salized as  well  as  a  whole,  provided  it 
be  considered  simply  as  possible  (ideal). 
Thus  I  can  universalize  an  odour  or  a 
sound,  no  less  than  a  body  furnished 
with  all  its  sensibly  qualities  without 
exception :  the  idea  of  such  a  body  is 
certainly  universal.  Since,  therefore, 
the  intentio  universalitatis  lies  in  the 
possible,  the  mind  alone  can  reach  it, 
not  the  sense ;  because  the  sense  does 
not  feel  the  possible,  but  only  the  real. 
Universalization,  therefore,  as  well  as 
the  abstraction  which  follows  it,  are 
operations  of  the  mind,  different  from 
one  another,  though  they  are  sometimes 
confounded.  Now  the  mind  could  not 
universalize,  unless  by  adding  the  pos- 
sible to  the  things  perceived  by  the 
sense,  and  the  possible  is  ideal  being, 
the  idea.  Hence  the  mind,  far  from 
deriving  this  idea  from  the  senses,  must 
add  this  very  idea  to  what  they  present, 
if  it  is  to  know  it  at  all. 

The  illusion  of  the  Aristotelians  arose 
from  their  not  observing  that  the  sense, 
when  stripped  of  all  that  is  added  to  it 
by  the  imderstanding,  feels  only  itself 
modified,  and,  in  its  own  modification, 
the  immediate  (extra-subjective)  modi- 
fier ;  whereas  the  intelligent  spirit  per- 
ceives a  being,  an  object  opposed  to  it 
as  subject.  Hence  the  modmcations  of 
the  sense  have  a  limit  imposed  upon 
them  simply  by  the  limitation  of  the 
sentient  subject  as  well  as  of  the  action 
exercised  in  it.  But  the  object,  the 
being,  is  what  it  is,  and  cannot  be  given 
to  the  imderstanding  except  in  its  en- 
tirety ;  hence,  when  we  limit  it  by  ab- 
straction, we  must  do  so  by  an  act  of 
our  own,  whereby  we  restrict  our  atten- 
tion, without  at  the  same  time  ceasing 
to  have  the  whole  object  before  our 
mind.  The  particular  sensor}',  on  the 
contrary,  has  only  its  own  passion  l)e- 
fore  it,  e.g.,  smeu ;  the  other  passions 
do  not  belong  to  it.  To  the  intellect 
belongs  the  whole  of  the  being,  and  it 
is  only  the  subjective  attention  that  is 
limited  by  a  special  act,  in  order  that  it 
may  consider  a  part  of  that  being  more 
closely.  Were  the  case  othervrise,  man 
would  take  the  abstract  as  the  whole 
being. 
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being  which  affects  his  different  senses,  he  does  not  yet  ab- 
stract, on  the  contrary,  he  synthesises.  Nevertheless  this  is 
an  important  step  in  the  progpress  of  the  human  spirit. 

1462.  13.°  But  it  sometimes  happens,  that  two  or  more 
reals,  different  and  differently  perceived,  cause  in  man  a 
similar  pleasure  or  a  similar  pain.  In  the  first  case,  he  will 
express  his  joy,  and  in  the  second,  his  pain,  by  similar 
movements.  His  fellows,  therefore,  will  read  in  his  counten- 
ance and  in  his  gestures  the  pleasure  or  the  pain  which  he 
feels.  He  may  also  express  such  feelings  by  spontaneous 
and  instinctive  ejaculations  and  gestures.  These,  pro- 
perly speaking,  will  express  a  reality,  namely,  his  pleasant 
or  painful  feeling.  But  they  will  soon  associate  them- 
selves with  the  real  objects  which  are  their  cause  and  form, 
according  to  the  dichim  of  the  Schools  that  sensibtle  in  aclu 
est  sensus  in  actu.  Let  us  take  the  example  of  a  mother 
who  wishes  to  keep  her  child  from  touching  certain  hurtful 
objects.  In  order  to  make  it  understand  that  these  objects 
are  hurtful,  she  will  make  the  gestures  and  utter  the  sounds 
that  express  pain,  fear,  and  similar  feelings.  And  she  will 
use  these  same  signs  to  make  it  understand  that  it  must 
keep  away  from  the  fire,  from  a  razor,  from  a  pool  of  water, 
from  a  precipice,  &c. ;  because,  since  the  feeling  produced 
by  all  these  objects  is  the  same,  it  is  natural  that  she  should 
always  use  the  same  signs,  and  all  the  more  natural  when 
we  consider  that  there  is  a  law  in  virtue  of  which  both  "  The 
animal  and  man  take  the  easiest  way  of  doing  what  they 
do  ; "  and  it  is  easier  to  repeat  the  same  sign  than  to  find 
new  ones.  Thus  by  degprees  a  sound  will  come  to  be  estab- 
lished as  the  common  name  of  all  hurtful  objects.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  same  mother  wishes  to  encourage  her 
child  to  enjoy  pleasant  objects,  to  eat  fruit  or  sweets,  to 
play,  &c.,  she  will  use  such  signs  as  express  joy,  and  by 
repeating  the  same  in  a  large  number  of  different  circum- 
stances, and  for  very  different  real  objects,  she  will  at  last 
succeed  in  establishing  a  commo7i  name  for  all  objects  that 
are  pleasant  or  useful.* 

*  Restoration^  &c.,  Bk.  II,  chap,  xxxi-xxxiii. 
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The  names  imposed  by  this  mother  would,  therefore, 
signify,  "What  causes  pain,  grief,"  and  "What  causes 
pleasure,  joy."  Hence  they  would  express  beings,  but 
beings  characterised  by  the  effects  produced  by  them  in 
feeling.  They  would,  therefore,  be  most  extensive  common 
7iavicSy  because  they  would  embrace  innumerable  classes  of 
effects.  Since,  then,  man  has  this  faculty,  there  is  nothing 
to  prevent  him,  according  to  the  needs  of  feeling,  from  in- 
venting more  restricted  common  names,  determined  not  by 
pleasure  or  pain  in  general,  but  by  one  particular  genus  or 
one  particular  species  of  pleasures  or  pains,  of  satisfying  or 
troublesome  feelings.  Thus,  good  and  body  useful  and  useless  ^ 
Tvfiolesome  and  unwholesome^  &c.,  would  be  common  nouns 
of  this  class.  Such  nouns  are  called  by  grammarians  sud- 
stantivated  adjectiveSy  but  wrongly,  because  in  the  progress 
of  human  language  man  must  find  them  before  adjectives. 
Hence  their  proper  philosophical  designation  would  be 
qtialificated substantives y  because  they  express  the  concept  of  a 
substance  determined  by  one  or  more  species  of  its  accidents. 

According  to  the  same  law,  it  appears  that  the  common 
name  signifying  at  first  the  full  species  must  be  transferred 
to  signify  not  only  the  more  extensive  genera,  but  also  the 
less  extensive,  down  to  the  very  narrowest.  Let  us  give  an 
example.  On  seeing  the  green  carpet  with  which  a  certain 
part  of  the  earth  is  covered,  man  will  be  moved  to  call  that 
green  surface,  the  soil  covered  with  grass,  meadcWy  thus 
naming  as  with  a  proper  name  the  object  of  his  perception. 
Afterwards  he  will  call  every  similar  piece  of  green  earth 
by  the  same  name  of  fneadoWy  and  thus  will  already  be 
using  that  term  as  common,  because,  the  thought  of  the 
subsistence  of  the  first  real  meadow  being  now  abandoned, 
the  concept  as  well  as  the.  term  become  common  to  every 
piece  of  grassy  earth ;  hence  by  the  word  meadow  he 
already  designates  the  essence  contained  in  his  concept.  It 
is  true  that  in  his  first  perception  of  the  meadow  he  per- 
ceived other  qualities  besides  the  green  colour,  viz.,  its 
extent,  its  configuration,  its  level  or  undulating  surface, 
&c. ;  but  these  qualities  did  not  strike  him  so  vividly  as  the 
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green  colour^  and  therefore,  passing  them  over  without 
giving  them  any  denomination,  he  contented  himself  with 
naming  the  object  perceived  from  its  most  striking  quality, 
a  green  thing.  Hence  if  this  man,  while  not  yet  in  posses- 
sion of  other  words,  should  happen  to  see  a  gpreen  tapestry, 
and  should  wish  to  name  it,  he  would  not  look  for  a  new 
word,  which  would  both  cost  him  more  labour,  and  be 
useless  for  his  need,  but  would  at  once  call  it  by  the  very 
same  name  of  meadoWy  thereby  widening  the  signification 
of  this  term,  and  making  it  mean  generally  "  What  is 
green." 

Hence  we  may  conclude  that  to  think  genera  and  species 
and  to  produce  common  names  is  natural  to  man,  so  that 
the  first  substantive  names  must  have  been,  not  pure  sub- 
stantives, but  qualificated  substantives.  Of  this  the  most 
ancient  languages  bear  evident  traces.  Leibnitz  had 
observed  this,  and  it  will  not  be  amiss  to  add  to  the 
examples  adduced  by  me  in  another  work,*  those  instanced 
by  this  supreme  philosopher,  who  flourished  in  Germany 
before  that  nation  was  visited  by  the  caustic  spirit  of 
sophistry  introduced  later  on  by  Kant,  the  son  of  his  time 
and  the  corruptor  of  the  true  philosophic  method.  Here  is 
what  this  great  man  writes  : 

"  But  I  would  add,  as  I  have  already  observed,  that 
proper  names  were  originally  appellative,  that  is  general, 
as,  for  example,  Brutus,  Caesar,  Augustus,  Capito,  Lentulus, 
Piso,  Cicero,  Elba,  Rhine,  Ruhr,  Leine,  Ocker,  Bucephalus, 
Alp,  Brenner  or  Pyrenees.  For  it  is  known  that  the  first 
Brutus  received  this  name  from  his  apparent  stupidity ; 
that  Caesar  was  the  name  of  a  child  cut  from  its  mother's 
womb;  that  Augustus  was  a  term  of  veneration;  that 
Capito  meant  big  head,  as  also  did  Bucephalus ;  that 
Lentulus,  Piso,  Cicero  were  names  origfinally  given  to 
persons  who  made  their  living  by  cultivating  certain  kinds 
of  vegetables.  I  have  already  said  what  the  river  names 
Rhein,  Ruhr,  Leine,  Ocker  mean,t  and  it  is  well  known 

•  New  Essay,  vol.  i,  nos.  138-155.  /i«,  to  flow;  Leine  from  Xwj,  to  melt  of 

t  He  derives  i?Ai^  Rhdne,  &c.,  uom      the  snow ;  Ocker  from  ahat  auue,  eau, 
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that  in  Scandinavia  all  rivers  are  still  called  Elbe.  Finally, 
the  Alps  mean  mountains  covered  with  snow,  which  is 
album  (white) ;  so  likewise  among  the  lower  Saxons  brink 
means  height,  and  there  is  a  Brenner  between  Germany 
and  Italy,  as  there  are  Pyrenees  between  France  and  Spain. 
Thus  I  should  venture  to  say  that  almost  all  words  are,  in 
their  origin,  general  terms,  since  it  very  rarely  happens 
that  a  name  can,  without  a  proper  reason,  be  invented  to 
designate  an  individual.  It  may,  therefore,  be  said,  that 
all  names  of  individuals  were  originally  names  of  species 
given  to  an  individual  as  a  mark  of  preeminence  or  other- 
wise, as  the  name  Bighead  would  be  given  to  that  person 
who  in  a  city  had  the  largest  head,  or  who  enjoyed  most 
consideration  among  those  having  large  heads.  And,  in 
the  same  way,  we  now  impose,  sometimes  a  specific, 
sometimes  a  generic  name  by  using  a  more  general 
or  vague  term  to  designate  more  particular  species, 
when  their  differences  are  of  no  importance  to  us:  for 
example,  the  generic  term  dbsynthium  suffices  to  designate 
all  the  species  of  that  plant,  although  there  are  so 
many  that  one  of  the  Bauhins  filled  a  whole  book  with 
them."  ♦ 

1463.  After  all,  however,  Leibnitz  does  not,  in  this  pas- 
sage, touch  upon  the  cause  that  inclines  men  to  form 
comfnon  nameSy  and  enables  them  to  do  so  without  any  diffi- 
culty at  all,  indeed  all  the  more  readily  the  less  developed 
their  minds  are.     This  cause  always  is : 

I .°  The  nature  of  perception^  which  apprehends  things 
in  their  special  action  upon  particular  sensories,  and  so 
apprehends  them,  not  in  all  their  being  and  all  their 
activity,  but  only  partially,  in  one-sided  activities ;  henqe 
the  mind  does  not  perceive  the  particular  being  otherwise 
than  as  determined  by  such  sensible  qualities ; 

aqua^  Sic,     So  the  element  lanum  in  *  Nouveaux  Essats  sur  l*Entend€* 

Mediolanum  [Milan]  probably  means  tnent  humain,  Bk.  Ill,  chap,  ill,  sec.  i. 

water   (Mediolanum,    therefore,    Mid-  Though  some  of  Leibnitz's  etymologies 

water).    The  name  of  the  Leno,   the  will  not  bear  criticism,  his  theory  might 

torrent  that  flows  through  Rovereto,  is  be  confirmed  by  innumerable  unobjec- 

also  derived  from  Xm>,  and  so  with  other  tionable  examples, 
terms  without  number. 
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2.°  The  nature  of  t\ie  feelings^  which  allows  of  diiBFerent 
objects  producing  feelings  similar  or  exactly  the  same.  As 
a  consequence,  these  feelings,  being  real,  are  seen  by  the 
mind  in  connection  with  their  various  causes,  and  these 
receive  a  common  name,  in  fact  more  common  than  that 
which  expresses  the  aptitude  to  produce  special  percep- 
tions, because  it  signifies  several  diflferent  real  objects 
through  the  aptitude  which  they  all  have  to  cause  those 
same  feelings ; 

3.°  The  nature  of  appeltltofij  which  is  likewise  a  real, 
and  which  is  connected  in  the  mind  with  distant  objects, 
as  also  with  such  objects  as  are  also  calculated  to  be  means 
for  the  attainment  of  these.  This  gives  rise  to  names  more 
common  still,  that  is,  to  those  that  mark  many  reals  by 
their  more  or  less  mediate  common  aptitude  to  enable  the 
appetition  to  obtain  the  object  to  which  it  tends  as  to  its 
end.  Hence,  for  example,  all  things  suited  to  carry,  will 
be  called  vehicle^  and  all  things  that  act  as  aids  in  doing 
anything,  instrument^  and  so  on. 

1464.  And  here  it  will  be  well  to  say  something  of  that 
power  which  Aristotle  called  the  commofi  sensory  [ai<T&»jT»i^*ov 
xoivov],  and  which  was  afterwards  universally  admitted  by 
the  Schoolmen.  According  to  this  philosopher,  the  com- 
mon sensory  would  be  an  internal  power  which  receives  the 
sensations  of  the  five  external  senses  and  has  a  special 
organ  in  the  brain.  As  to  its  having  a  special  organ  in 
the  brain,  this  is  a  gratuitous  supposition,  and  is  refuted 
by  sound  argument,  inasmuch  as  every  corporeal  feeling 
must  have  a  special  movement  corresponding  to  it.  Now, 
if  there  were  several  simultaneous  sensations  coming  from 
various  senses  and  received  by  the  same  one  organ  of 
the  common  sensory,  then  the  same  organ  would  at  the 
same  moment  have  different  movements,  which  is  plainly 
absurd.  And  if  we  should  imagine  this  same  organ  to  be 
divided  into  parts,  one  of  which  received  one  movement 
and  another  another,  it  would  no  longer  be  a  single  and 
common  organ,  but  several  organs  and  several  sensories, 
and  hence  we  should  no  longer  be  able  to  say  that  a 
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single  sensory  organ  presides  over  all  the  different  sen- 
sations. Moreover,  if,  besides  the  special  senses,  there 
were  a  common  sensory  residing  in  an  organ  different  from 
those  of  the  others,  all  special  sensations  would  necessarily 
have  to  be  double,  showing  themselves,  first  separately  in 
the  special  senses,  and  afterwards  together  in  the  common 
sensory,  which  is  contrary  to  fact.  If  to  this  we  add  what 
was  said  by  us  in  the  RcstoratioUy  &c.,  against  the  unifi- 
cation of  the  sensations  in  a  common  sensory,  it  will 
appear  evident  that  the  common  sensory  of  Aristotle  and 
the  Schoolmen  cannot  be  admitted  in  good  philosophy.* 
Hence  also  vanishes  the  faculty  which  Aristotle  attributes 
to  the  common  sensory,  of  discerning  and  judging  of  the 
difference  between  the  sensations  of  the  various  special 
senses,  and  likewise  the  faculty  with  which  that  philo- 
sopher and  his  followers  endowed  each  special  sense,  of 
discerning  and  judging  which  among  the  various  sen- 
sations was  the  one  proper  to  itself,  t  In  the  same  way, 
we  see  how  to  amend  the  definition  of  the  phantasy,  which 
to  them  was  the  faculty  that  preserved  the  species  both  of 
the  special  senses  and  of  the  common  sensory. J 

1465.  Apart,  however,  from  these  errors,  it  still  remains 
certain  that  to  what  the  Aristotelians  called  the  common 
sensory  there  must  correspond  something  true,  because 
otherwise  the  animal  would  be  unable  to  guide  itself 
in  accordance  with  its  various  sensations  and  feelings. 
Yes,  but  this  cannot  be  a  new  sense.  What  then  can  it  be  ? 
We  have  seen  that  the  animal  feeling  has  an  extended  term 
and  a  simple  principle.  Now  to  the  extended  term  belong 
the  multiplicity  and  variety  of  the  sensations  and  feelings, 
while  to  the  simple  principle  belongs  the  power  of  govern- 
ment which  the  animal  has  over  its  own  sensations,  its  o\ni 
feelings,  its  own  sensories.  This  identical  principle,  simple 
and  immaterial,  is  that  wherein  all  the  sensations  and 
feelings  exist,  and,  therefore,  the   animal  not  only  feels 

*  Restoration,  &c.,  Bk.  II,  chap,  xxxvii. 

t  St.  Thomas,  Sum,  TheoL^  Pt.  I,  q.  Ixxviii,  art.  iv,  ad.  m. 

Xlbid, 
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each,  but  is  moved  by  them  all  at  once,  and  performs  its 
operations  according  to  its  total  feeling,  as  we  have  ex- 
plained more  at  length  in  the  second  book  of  the  Anthro- 
pology. 

In  fact,  the  animal  has  a  single  fundamental  feeling 
which  is  variously  modified,  and  these  modifications  are 
the  special  sensations,*  which  do  not  exist  separately  from 
the  rest  of  that  feeling,  but  are  more  active  parts  of  it, 
and  varieties  occurring  in  its  extended  term.  Hence  the 
animal  always  acts  in  consequence  of  the  state  of  this  one 
feeling,  and  not  in  consequence  of  a  mere  sensation  (though 
on  account  of  the  special  vividness  of  this  sensation,  the 
case  seems  to  be  otherwise).  Hence  the  total  feeling  is  a 
real  to  which,  as  object  of  intellective  perception,  a  name 
can  be  given,  and  the  special  sensations  are,  so  to  speak, 
different  sides  and  attitudes  of  this  feeling,  to  which  a 
name  can  likewise  be  given.  And  as  the  term  is  dis- 
tinguished from  the  principle,  and  is  confounded  with  the 
stimulus  when  this  is  applied  to  the  sensory,  so  the  stimu- 
lating object  also  receives  a  name  in  so  far  as  it  is 
stimulant;  and  this  is  the  common  name  of  all  those 
objects  which  are  calculated  to  stimulate  in  a  given  mode, 
or  even  of  all  objects,  provided  that  in  intellective  percep- 
tion the  attention  is  not  limited  to  what  is  most  vivid  in 
the  feeling,  but  embraces  the  whole  of  it.  In  this  case  the 
common  name  invented  will  be  "  the  sensible." 

1466.  But  since,  as  we  have  said,  man's  attention  is  wont 
to  fix  itself  upon  what  strikes  him  most,  or  on  what  he  most 
needs,  it  is  only  with  difficulty  and  after  a  considerable 
time  that  the  man  of  nature  could  succeed  in  inventing 
a  name  which  in  respect  of  the  things  felt  would  be  as 
common  as  the  word  sensible.  On  the  contrary,  for  the 
things  that  fall  under  his  senses  he  at  first  invents  more 
restricted  common  names,  and  then,  according  to  his 
needs,  and  even  without  advertence,  uses  them  in  a  wider 
meaning.  Thus,  at  first,  when  his  attention  is  activated 
by   the  vividness   and   serviceableness   of  the   sensations 

♦  New  Essay^  vol.  ii,  nos.  705,  &c. 
VOL.  II.  E  E 
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of  sight  more  than  by  any  other  sensation,  he  will  invent 
a  term  equivalent  to  visible;  but  afterwards  he  will  extend 
this  signification  to  everything  that  falls  under  his  senses. 
And  this  was  in  fact  what  happened,  as  is  shown  by  all, 
especially  the  ancient,  languages.  Indeed  in  all  languages 
the  terms  applied  to  the  sensations  of  sight  were  used  to 
signify  not  only  the  objects  or,  to  speak  more  correctly,  the 
terms  of  these  sensations,  but  ever3rthing  that  falls  under 
the  senses.  Hence  even  now  in  ordinary  speech  we  say 
things  visible  for  sensible  things  in  general.  And  few 
subjects  are  better  deserving  of  study  than  this  history  of 
words,  of  which  the  clearest  traces  still  remain  among  the 
most  ancient  peoples  and  in  the  most  ancient  languages. 
For  example,  to  confine  ourselves  to  the  use  of  the  words 
originally  applied  to  the  sensations  of  the  sight,  we  may 
see  how  they  were  extended  to  the  sensations  of  the  hear- 
ing. In  Exodtcs  (xx,  i8),  Moses  says:  "All  the  people 
saw  voices ; "  in  Deuteronomy  (iv,  9) :  "  Forget  not  the  words 
which  thine  eyes  have  seen."  Hence  Calmet  rightly  ob- 
serves that  the  Hebrews  used  the  verb  to  see^  to  signify  all 
the  senses  [ibid.).  The  Greeks  did  the  same  thing,  especially 
the  ancients,  like  -^schylus,  who  uses  the  phrases,  "  to  see 
noises,"  *  "  to  see  the  voices  of  a  man ; "  t  and  the  examples 
are  innumerable  even  in  Latin,  and  in  modem  languages ; 
but  the  more  we  descend  to  modem  times,  the  more  the 
meaning  of  words  diverges  from  the  perception  and 
approaches  the  common  concept. 

1467.  The  transferring  of  names  originally  imposed 
upon  perceptions,  to  designate  the  full  species,  which  may 
also  be  defined  as  the  perceptiofts  of  the  phantasfnSy  accounts 
for  all  metonymic,  figurative,  metaphorical,  allegorical  and 
similar  forms  of  speech. 

In  fact,  in  the  ancient  languages  we  find  used,  instead 
of  the  verb  live^  which  marks  the  whole  of  the  fundamental 
feeling,  words  designating  those  functions  of  life  which,  be- 
cause they  attracted  man's  attention  more  than  any  others, 
characterised   the  perception.     In    Geiiesis   (xvi,    13),   the 

♦  Septem  Contra  Thebas,  t  Prometheus, 
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Hebrew  text  has  "  I  do  still  see  after  Him  Who  seeth  me ; " 
where  "  I  see  "  stands  for  "  I  live."*     Elsewhere,  "  to  eat 
and  drink"  means  "to  live,"  as  in  Exodus  (xxiv,  11),  where 
we  read  that  the  Jews,  after  having  seen  the  Lord,  "  ate  and 
drank."     When  they  meant  to  express  a  quiet  and  pros- 
perous life,  they  spoke  of  each  man  "  sitting  under  his  own 
vine  and  under  his  own  fig-tree,"t  an  expression  which  did 
not,  by  itself,  signify  all  that  is  included  in  the  concept  of 
a  happy  life,  but  was  transferred  and  made  to  include  all, 
because  it  marked  what  most  attracted  the  attention  in 
such  a  life,  and  the  rest  was  understood.    When  they  meant 
to  say :  "  Make  them  slaves,"  they  said  "  bend  down  their 
backs"  [Psalm  Ixviii,  24),  because  this  was  that  part  of  the 
concept  which,  by  remaining  most  deeply  impressed  on  the 
phantasy,  carried  with  it  the  rest,  without  its  being  ex- 
pressed in  words.    When  they  meant  to  say  "The  city 
shall  be  filled  with  gloom  and  solitude,"  they  said  "the 
voice  of  the  bride  and  of  the  bridegroom  shall  be  made  to 
cease"  [Jeremiah  vii,  34).     Hence,  in  the  earliest  ages  it 
would  have  been  useless  to  give  men  general  precepts. 
The  only  proper  way  to  legislate  for  them  was  by  particular 
precepts,  which  would  be  as  it  were  so  many  examples  and 
representations  of  the  general.     The  whole  decalogue  is 
made  up  of  particular  precepts.     It  is  there  said :  "  Thou 
shalt  not  commit  adultery,"  meaning,  "  Thou  shalt  not  sin 
by  carnal  lust."     Again,  "  Thou  shalt  not  kill,"  meaning, 
**Thou  shalt  do  no  evil  to  thy  neighbour,"   and  so  on. 
Was  there  question  of  intimating  the  duty  of  humanity  ?  A 
general  precept  would  have  been  of  little  avail ;  therefore, 
particular  precepts,  like  the  following,  were  laid  down:  "If 
thou  see  the  ass  of  him  that  hateth  thee  lie  underneath  his 
burden,  thou  shalt  not  pass  by,  but  shalt  lift  him  up  with 
him"  [Exodus  xxiii,  5).     "If  thou  meet  thy  enemy's  ox  or 
ass  going  astray,  bring  it  back  to  him  "  {Ibid.  4).     "  Thou 
shalt  not  speak  evil  of  the  deaf,  nor  put  a  stumbling-block 
before  the  blind"  [Levit.  xix,  14).    The  phrase,  "to  take  or 

•  "  Videre"  says  Calmet,  "  A/V  positus  est  pro  vivere ;  vitafunctio  pro  vita 
eaeUmy  t  3  Jtrngs^  iv,  25. 
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kill  a  mother  with  her  young"  is  used  in  Scripture  to 
mean  "hideous  cruelty."  And  the  Scripture  is  full  of 
similar  phrases,  but  the  Old  Testament  more  so  than  the 
New,  and  the  oldest  books  have  almost  no  other  language. 
Next  to  the  Scriptures,  Homer  abounds  in  them.  And  if 
such  modes  of  speech  are  not  found  so  frequently  in  the 
sacred  books  of  India  and  China,  this  is  to  me  a  fresh  proof 
that  these  books  are  not  so  old  as  some  suppose,  or  that 
they  were  altered  and  translated.  At  the  same  time,  their 
less  figurative  style  may,  perhaps,  in  some  measure  be  due 
to  the  rapidity  with  which  in  ancient  times  thought  deve- 
loped among  those  peoples  for  a  certain  period,  and  then 
stopped.  The  characteristic,  then,  of  the  ancient  words 
and  phrases  of  which  we  are  speaking  is  that  "they 
express  the  concept  as  given  in  perception,"  and  that  after- 
wards the  expression,  while  in  itself  still  special,  is  trans- 
ferred to  signify  a  more  and  more  common  or  general 
concept  or  proposition. 

1468.  This,  as  I  have  said,  is  the  origin  of  all  figurative 
language  and  of  all  gprammatical  figures.  Hence  the  style 
of  the  ancients  is  more  poetic  than  that  of  the  modems, 
because  it  paints  things  to  the  senses.  The  natural 
development  of  thought  and  of  name-giving  to  thoughts  is 
quite  sufficient  to  explain  this  fact.  The  ancients,  being 
under  the  necessity  of  forming  a  language  which  they  did 
not  yet  possess,  could  not  do  otherwise  than  name  first  the 
concepts  bound  up  with  the  perceptions,  and  then,  in  course 
of  time,  the  concepts  separated  from  them.  But  in  the  per- 
ceptions they  did  not  name  the  whole,  but  only  that  which 
was  most  striking  and  attractive  to  the  attention.  This 
element  was  taken  as  an  indication  and  sign  of  the  entire 
perception,  and  the  name  expressed  the  perception,  because 
it  referred  to  that  natural  indication  or  sign.  Thus  the 
word  always  signified,  "  that  which  produces  such  or  such 
a  feeling,"  for  example,  the  heautifuly  that  which  produces 
the  feeling  of  beauty ;  the  wholesome^  "  that  which  produces 
health,"  and  so  on.  But  this  same  mark  was  afterwards 
found  in  other  objects,  and  hence  the  word  was   suited 
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to  signify  them  also.  It  was  found,  I  mean,  in  other  ob- 
jects, even  dissimilar  from  one  another,  on  account  of  the 
sameness  of  the  feeling  produced  by  them ;  because  it  was 
to  the  feeling  (I  repeat)  that  the  meaning  of  the  word 
referred.  Hence,  the  "  unity  of  feeling "  is  the  primitive 
instrument  in  the  formation  of  the  genera  and  the  species 
that  have  been  designated  by  names,  because  it  is  an  effect 
produced  equally  by  several  causes  and,  therefore,  a  natural 
sign  common  to  them. 

1469.  Moreover,  the  unity  of  feeling  \%  also  the  cause  of 
l^^association  of  partial  feelings  y  in  which  association,  as  I  have 
said,  lies  the  origin  of  figures,  and  especially  of  metonymy, 
inasmuch  as  what  man  names  in  relation  to  the  perceived 
feeling,  is  the  element  that   attracts  his  attention  most, 
either  because  of  the  peculiar  vividness  with  which  he  feels 
it,  or  because  of  need  he  has  of  it — ^which  are  the  two  guides 
of  human  attention.     Now  it  sometimes  happens  that  into 
one  and  the  same  feeling  there  fall  at  once  the  cause  and 
the  eflfect,  the  container  and  the  contained,  the  sign  and 
the  thing  signified ;  hence  the  word  which  expresses  one 
of  these  elements  is  transferred  to  signify  also  the  other,  or 
even  to  signify  them  all,  precisely  because,  in  virtue  of  the 
association  of  which  I  speak,  one  feeling  is  apt  to  awaken 
others.     Thus,  for  example,  we  say  :  "  I  have  not  seen  his 
face,"  to  mean :  "  I  have  not  seen  that  man."     Here  the 
part  that  most  attracts  the  attention  is  the  face  and,  there- 
fore, the  word  is  calculated  to  awaken  the  thought  of  the 
whole  man.     We  say :  "  He  grasped  the  steel,"  meaning, 
**  He  grasped  the  sword,"  putting  the  matter  of  the  instru- 
ment for  the  whole  instrument,  composed  of  matter  and 
form.    We  say :  "  All  the  earth  rejoiced,"  meaning :  "  All 
the  inhabitants  of  the  earth  rejoiced,"   putting  the  con- 
tainer for  the  contained.    And  so  with  all  other  cases  of 
metonymy. 

1470.  It  must  also  be  observed,  that  this  change  of 
signification  never  ceases.  Hence  one  of  the  reasons  of 
the  changes  which  languages  undergo.  TJie  association  of 
thoughts  and  feelings  never  ends  or  stops,  but  developes  in 
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a  continual  series,  which  sometimes  becomes  complicated 
and  variously  entangled.     Such  is  the  perpetual  progress 
of  the  human  mind  and,  with  it,  of  the  use  of  signs,  which, 
from  being  common  names,  sometimes  become  individual^ 
and  from   being  individual  become  again  common  and 
universal,  from  being  metaphoric  become  proper,  and  from 
being  proper  become  again  metaphoric.     For  example,  the 
word  AdaiUy  when  first  used,  must,  according  to  the  logical 
order,  have  signified  a  certain  portion  of  red  earth  perceived, 
and  therefore  have  been  imposed  upon  that  individual  ob- 
ject of  the  perception ;  then  it  must  have  signified  all  earth 
that  was  red,  which  was  the  specific  idea  included  in  that 
perception.     Thus  it  became  a  common  name.     Then  it 
expressed  the  first  man  created,  because  he  was  formed  of 
red  earth,  and  so  the  common  name  again  became  indi- 
vidual.    Then  it  was  made  to  include  woman,  as  well  as 
every  man  without  exception,  thus  receiving  the  general 
signification  of  "  That  which  is  formed  of  red  earth,"  still, 
however  remaining  bound,  in  the  tisc*  to  a  more  restricted 
genus,  namely  that  of  men. 

147 1.  Thus  far,  we  can  see  how  men  living  in  society 
could  have  thought  the  common,  and  invented  words  to 
mark  it.  But  the  common  is  not  yet  the  pure  abstract. 
This  comes  later,  and  it  is  very  much  more  difficult  to 
understand  how  it  could  have  originated.  We  have  else- 
where expressed  the  opinion  that  men  could  never  by  them- 
selves have  come  to  think  and  designate  pure  abstractions, 
for  the  reason  that  had  they  not  in  nature  any  stimulus  to 
do  so,  and  hence  we  inferred  the  divine  origin  of  this  por- 
tion of  language.!  Since  then,  we  have  given  this  subject 
more  mature  reflection,  and  now  that  proof  does  not  seem 
to  us  irrefragable.  Let  us,  therefore,  distinguish  between 
the  question  of  fact  and  that  oi  simple  possibility.  As  to  the 
fact,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  first  man  received  his 
impulse  to  speech  from  God  Himself,  Who,  by  speaking  to 

♦  This  distinction  between  the  use         f   Theodicy^    nos.    100- 115.       Neio 
made  of  a  word,  and  its  nature^  that  is,      Essay,  &c.,  vol.  ii,  no.  522,  note. 
the  manner  in  which  it  marks  things, 
must  n«ver  be  lost  sight  of. 
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him  first,  communicated  to  him  a  portion  of  language. 
The  arguments  that  prove  this  we  shall  set  forth  in  another 
place.  But  confining  ourselves  to  the  simple  metaphysical 
question  of  whether  the  human  family  (not  an  isolated 
man)  might  possibly  in  the  course  of  time  have  come  to 
think  at  least  a  few  abstracts,  designating  them  at  once 
and  with  one  and  the  same  complex  operation,  by 
words  or  other  signs,  it  seems  to  us  now  that  it  may  be 
answered  in  the  affirmative,  and  that  we  have  discovered 
the  stimulus  we  had  vainly  sought  for  before,  by  which 
the  human  understanding  might  have  been  moved. 

This  operation  could  not,  certainly,  have  taken  place 
till  long  after  those  mentioned  above,  and  therefore,  abstract 
names  must  have  been  discovered  subsequently  to  common 
names.  This  is  clearly  shown  by  the  ancient  languages, 
which  contain  very  few  abstracts  (and  these  perhaps  of 
divine  origin),  and,  instead  of  them,  very  frequently  use 
common  nounSy  that  is,  qtuilificatcd  substa?ttiveSy  a  character 
which  we  find  even  in  the  language  of  Plato,  who,  though 
he  carried  abstraction  so  far,  yet,  instead  of  calling  his 
dialogues  on  justice ,  beauty y  holiness^  goodness y  &c.,  by  these 
names,  he  called  them  dialogues  On  the  Just  {i[zfi  rov 
Sixaioi/),  On  the  Beautiful  [it^fi  rov  xaXoy),  On  the  Holy  {i^^X 
Tov  Z<jiov)y  On  the  Good  [ir^p\  rov  dyoAov)^  Sec. 

1472.  How,  then,  do  we  believe  that  the  human  family 
might  by  itself  have  arrived  at  the  pure  abstracts,  or  at  least 
at  some  of  them  ?  For  this  it  is  undoubtedly  necessary  that 
we  should  be  able  to  find  in  real  nature  something  to  link 
the  abstracts  to,  so  as  to  serve  as  a  natural  sign  of  them ; 
because  it  is  only  on  this  condition  that  the  attention  of  the 
human  mind  can  rest  on  them  and  seize  them.  Now  this 
something  is,  in  truth,  not  wanting.  Here  it  is  and  the 
manner  in  which  it  is  given  to  man : 

The  purpose  for  which  a  name  is  invented  is  to  awaken 
in  the  minds  of  others  the  concept  of  the  thing  signified. 
Hence  the  part  is  used  for  the  whole,  the  container  for  the 
contained,  &c.,  whenever  the  name  given  to  the  part,  or 
the   container,   is  sufficient  to  awaken   in  the  mind  the 
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single  sensory  organ  presides  over  all  the  different  sen- 
sations. Moreover,  if,  besides  the  special  senses,  there 
were  a  common  sensory  residing  in  an  organ  different  from 
those  of  the  others,  all  special  sensations  would  necessarily 
have  to  be  double,  showing  themselves,  first  separately  in 
the  special  senses,  and  afterwards  together  in  the  common 
sensory,  which  is  contrary  to  fact.  If  to  this  we  add  what 
was  said  by  us  in  the  Rcstaratiou^  &c.,  against  the  unifi- 
cation of  the  sensations  in  a  common  sensory,  it  will 
appear  evident  that  the  common  sensory  of  Aristotle  and 
the  Schoolmen  cannot  be  admitted  in  good  philosophy.* 
Hence  also  vanishes  the  faculty  which  Aristotle  attributes 
to  the  common  sensory,  of  discerning  and  Judging  of  the 
difference  between  the  sensations  of  the  various  special 
senses,  and  likewise  the  faculty  with  which  that  philo- 
sopher and  his  followers  endowed  each  special  sense,  of 
discerning  and  judging  which  among  the  various  sen- 
sations was  the  one  proper  to  itself.t  In  the  same  way, 
we  see  how  to  amend  the  definition  of  the  phantasy,  which 
to  them  was  the  faculty  that  preserved  the  species  both  of 
the  special  senses  and  of  the  common  sensory. J 

1465.  Apart,  however,  fi-om  these  errors,  it  still  remains 
certain  that  to  what  the  Aristotelians  called  the  common 
sensory  there  must  correspond  something  true,  because 
otherwise  the  animal  would  be  unable  to  guide  itself 
in  accordance  with  its  various  sensations  and  feelings. 
Yes,  but  this  cannot  be  a  new  sense.  What  then  can  it  ber 
We  have  seen  that  the  animal  feeling  has  an  extended  term 
and  a  simple  prificiple.  Now  to  the  extended  term  belong 
the  multiplicity  and  variety  of  the  sensations  and  feelings, 
while  to  the  simple  principle  belongs  the  power  of  govern- 
ment which  the  animal  has  over  its  own  sensations,  its  own 
feelings,  its  own  sensories.  This  identical  principle,  simple 
and  immaterial,  is  that  wherein  all  the  sensations  and 
feelings  exist,  and,  therefore,  the  animal  not   only  feels 

♦  Restoration,  &c.,  Bk.  II,  chap,  xxxvii. 

t  St.  Thomas,  Sum,  Theoi.,  Pt.  I,  q.  lxx\'iii,  art.  iv,  ad.  2ib« 

J  Ibid, 
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each,  but  is  moved  by  them  all  at  once,  and  performs  its 
operations  according  to  its  total  feeling,  as  we  have  ex- 
plained more  at  length  in  the  second  book  of  the  Anthro- 
pology. 

In  fact,  the  animal  has  a  single  fundamental  feeling 
which  is  variously  modified,  and  these  modifications  are 
the  special  sensations,*  which  do  not  exist  separately  from 
the  rest  of  that  feeling,  but  are  more  active  parts  of  it, 
and  varieties  occurring  in  its  extended  term.  Hence  the 
animal  always  acts  in  consequence  of  the  state  of  this  one 
feeling,  and  not  in  consequence  of  a  mere  sensation  (though 
on  account  of  the  special  vividness  of  this  sensation,  the 
case  seems  to  be  otherwise).  Hence  the  total  feeling  is  a 
real  to  which,  as  object  of  intellective  perception,  a  name 
can  be  given,  and  the  special  sensations  are,  so  to  speak, 
different  sides  and  attitudes  of  this  feeling,  to  which  a 
name  can  likewise  be  given.  And  as  the  term  is  dis- 
tinguished from  the  principle,  and  is  confounded  with  the 
stimulus  when  this  is  applied  to  the  sensory,  so  the  stimu- 
lating object  also  receives  a  name  in  so  far  as  it  is 
stimulant;  and  this  is  the  common  name  of  all  those 
objects  which  are  calculated  to  stimulate  in  a  given  mode, 
or  even  of  all  objects,  provided  that  in  intellective  percep- 
tion the  attention  is  not  limited  to  what  is  most  vivid  in 
the  feeling,  but  embraces  the  whole  of  it.  In  this  case  the 
common  name  invented  will  be  "  the  sensible** 

1466.  But  since,  as  we  have  said,  man's  attention  is  wont 
to  fix  itself  upon  what  strikes  him  most,  or  on  what  he  most 
needs,  it  is  only  with  difficulty  and  after  a  considerable 
time  that  the  man  of  nature  could  succeed  in  inventing 
a  name  which  in  respect  of  the  things  felt  would  be  as 
common  as  the  word  sensible.  On  the  contrary,  for  the 
things  that  fall  under  his  senses  he  at  first  invents  more 
restricted  common  names,  and  then,  according  to  his 
needs,  and  even  without  advertence,  uses  them  in  a  wider 
meaning.  Thus,  at  first,  when  his  attention  is  activated 
by   the  vividness   and   serviceableness   of  the   sensations 

•  New  Essay,  vol.  ii,  nos.  705,  &c. 
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CHAPTER  XXI. 

SECOND  PSYCHOLOGICAL  LAW :    LIMITATION  AND  CON- 
CENTRATION OF  THE  ATTENTION. 

1474.  Given,  then,  that  the  soul  is  supplied  with  the 
terins  and  stimuli  necessary  to  call  it  forth  into  its  proper 
acts,  it  then  maintains  in  these  acts  a  mode  of  its  own. 

The  mode  is  this :  Having  only  a  limited  activity,  when 
it  wishes  to  unite  itself  more  closely  to  a  given  term,  it 
concentrates  the  whole  of  this  activity  on  a  single  part  of 
that  term,  and  thus  withdraws  it  from  the  other  parts. 
Hence  arises  analysis,  formal  or  material,  according  as  the 
object  on  which  it  exercises  itself  is  an  extended  one  or 
not. 

Formal  analysis  is  abstraction  properly  so-called,  which, 
in  an  ideal  or  spiritual  object,  considers  one  element  and 
leaves  aside  the  rest,  and  this  is  the  psychological  law 
corresponding  to  the  ontological  laws  we  have  described 
above. 

1475.  Here  there  springs  up  a  difficulty  that  demands 
solution.  How  can  an  ideal  or  spiritual  object,  being  per- 
fectly simple,  be  analysed  and,  so  to  speak,  divided  into 
parts  by  the  use  of  human  attention  ?  And  are  these  parts 
true  parts,  or  are  they  only  apparent  and  illusory  r 

In  order  to  answer  this  we  must  observe  : 
i.°  That  a  simple  thing  is  frequently  multiplied  by  the 
spirit  considering  it  in  relation  to  many  things,  as,  for 
example,  when  one  says :  Ideal  being  is  the  possibility  of 
things y  one  considers  this  being  simply  in  relation  to  its 
realisation,  without  thereby  predicating  possibility  of  ideal 

•  New  Essay y  vol.  vi,  nos.  575*578. 
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being  itself.  Thus  all  those  ideas  which  we  have  called 
"  elementary  ideas  of  being  "  are  merely  so  many  relations 
in  which  it  is  viewed.*  Now  the  fact  of  a  simple  being 
having  many  relations  does  not  deprive  it  of  its  simplicity, 
just  as  the  centre  of  a  circle  is  not  deprived  of  its  simplicity 
although  it  be  regarded  in  relation  to  all  the  innumerable 
points  assignable  in  the  circumference. 

These  relations  only  show  that  that  simple  being  is  not 
alone,  but  that  there  are  other  beings,  which  can  by  means 
of  thought  be  referred  to  and  compared  with  it,  and  vice 
versa.  Indeed,  if  there  were  only  ideal  beings  and  no  real 
being  (which  is  impossible),  then  nothing  could  be  distin- 
guished in  it,  because  it  would  always,  in  itself,  remain 
perfectly  uniform.  Hence  the  objections  which  Plato  t  and 
Aristotle  J  urged  against  Parmenides  would  have  no  force 
except  on  the  supposition  that  the  latter,  in  admitting  one 
only  being,  had  meant  ideal  being,  the  idea  of  being. 
Those  objections  were  to  the  effect  that  Parmenides  taught 
a  self-contradictory  doctrine,  because  he  attributed  to  his 
being  immortality,  immobility,  uniformity,  integrity,  perfec- 
tion, &c.,  whereas  (said  the  objectors),  if  being  is  simply 
and  absolutely  one,  nothing  can  be  added  to  it.  But  in 
those  times  it  was  not  yet  known  that  being  exists  under 
several  forms,  and,  as  a  consequence  of  this  ignorance,  it 
was,  unconsciously,  spoken  of  sometimes  under  one  form, 
sometimes  under  another,  and  so  those  great  intellects  were 
lost  in  an  inextricable  maze  of  confusion.  But  for  the  most 
part,  when  the  discussion  developed  to  a  high  point,  it 
terminated  in  the  idea  of  beings  and  the  properties  of  this 
idea  were  attributed  to  being  itself.  Hence,  as  the  idea 
shows  in  it  no  variety  except  when  confronted  with  the 
real,  they  denied  that  being  itself  had  any  internal  variety 
or  order.  Hence  those  objections  which  seem  so  difficult 
of  solution  ; 

1476  2.°  That  a  being  may  be  simple  and  yet  contain 
variety.  The  reason  that  sometimes  makes  us  think  the 
contrary  is  that  we  have  no  other  conception  oi simplicity 

•  New  Essayy  &c.  f  Sophist,  J  Physics^  I. 
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than  that  which  we  derive  from  the  mathematical  point,  a 
mere  negative  concept,  meaning  only  the  negation  of  exten- 
sion. But  simple  beings  do  not  consist  of  mere  negation, 
but  are,  on  the  contrary,  positive,  and  even  more  positive 
than  the  extended  beings.  Simple,  therefore,  is  that  from 
which  nothing  can  be  removed  without  its  being  destroyed. 

1477.  According  to  this  definition,  the  containing  many 
and  various  things  is  in  no  way  incompatible  with  the 
simplicity  of  a  being,  provided  only  that  all  those  things  are 
unified  in  such  a  manner  that  the  removal  of  any  one  of 
them  would  involve  the  destruction  of  the  being  itself. 

1478.  Hence  various  classes  of  simple  beings. 

The  mathematical  point,  as  we  have  said,  is  not  a  beingy 
but  a  "negation ;  it  is  not  an  object  to  our  spirits,  but  an  aet 
performed  by  them  upon  an  object  (extension). 

Idea/  being  is  completely  uniform.  So  long  as  it 
remains  alone,  nothing  distinct  can  be  discerned  in  it.  In 
order  to  distinguish  anything  in  it,  we  must  confront  it 
with  real  being. 

The  Spiritual  being  is  simple  and  not  internally  uniform, 
but  rather,  so  to  speak,  organised,  yet  in  such  a  way  that 
none  of  its  organs,  none  of  its  essential  elements,  can  be 
sundered  from  it  without  destroying  it.  This,  however, 
must  be  understood  in  several  ways ;  for, 

{ci).  If  we  refer  to  the  reality  of  the  spiritual  being,  its 
accidental  parts  may  change  into  othersy  without  its  being, 
therefore,  divided.  It  may  even  multiply y  if  its  term  multi- 
plies, as  is  in  fact  the  case  with  the  animal  principle ;  but 
this,  again,  is  no  division. 

[b).  If  we  refer  to  the  idea  of  the  spiritual  being,  we  may, 
I .°  mentally  conceive  both  the  changes  of  the  accidents  of 
this  being,  and  its  multiplication;  and,  2.°  we  may  further- 
more divide  its  elements  by  abstract  thoughty  but  not  by  the 
complex  thoughty  which  always  remains  in  our  mind.  Nor 
does  the  fact  that  abstract  and  partial  thought  finds  such 
distinctions  militate  against  the  simplicity  of  the  being, 
neither  is  it  contrary  to  truth,  because  those  elements  of 
the  being,  although  distinct,  are  not  separate.     Now  the 
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abstract  and  analytic  thought  does  not  separate  them,  but 
only  distinguishes  them,  while  at  the  same  time  the  entire 
and  complex  thought  keeps  them  individually  united,  and 
if  we  sometimes  believe  that  we  separate  them,  it  is  an 
error :  this  belief  has  its  origin,  not  in  the  thought  itself, 
but  in  arbitrariness,  the  source  of  human  errors. 
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CHAPTER  XXII. 

THIRD  PSYCHOLOGICAL  LAW  :   ABSENCE  OF  CONSCIOUSNESS. 

1479.  We  know  nothing  but  the  objects  of  our  thoughts 
(ideas),  and  what  we  interiorly  pronounce  about  those 
objects  ( Verbum  mentis). 

When  the  object  of  thought  is  ourselves,  or  what  is  or 
happens  in  us,  then  we  know  ourselves  or  what  is  or 
happens  in  us.     Such  knowledge  is  called  consciousness. 

Consciousness  is  different  frora  feelings  because  conscious- 
ness is  cognition  and  has  the  duality  proper  to  cognition 
(the  knower  and  the  known  as  separable  beings),  while  feel- 
ing is  simple,  having  only  that  peculiar  duality  whereby 
two  terms,  though  distinct,  are  so  closely  correlated  that 
the  one  cannot  be  thought  as  a  being  if  it  is  separated 
from  the  other. 

1480.  Now,  so  long  as  the  human  spirit  has  for  its  object 
only  infinite-ideal  being,  it  has  no  consciousness,  because 
neither  itself,  nor  what  takes  place  in  it,  has  yet  become  an 
object  of  its  attention.* 

Aitentio7i^  therefore,  directed  to  our  own  selves,  is  what 
produces  consciousness. 

That  there  may  be  consciousness,  then,  it  is  necessar)^ 
that  the  human  principle  (which  is  afterwards  called  EgOy 
I,  Myself)  should  draw  its  own  attention  to  itself. 

1 48 1.  But  the  human  principle  is  not  moved  to  attention 
except  by  some  need.  Now,  how  is  this  need  defined: 
Thus:  "Need  is  the  instinct  impelling  to  the  completion  of 
an  action  which  has  begun,"  or,  which  is  the  same  thing, 

*   Spinoza  and  the   German  phUo-      are  always  conscious  of  what  goes  on 
sophcrs,  on  the  other  hand,  maintain,      within  us. 
in  defiance  of  the  plain  fact,  that  we 
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**  It  is  the  instinct  impelling  to  complete  an  activity  which 
has  begun  to  move." 

1482.  But  all  human  activity  begins  to  move  by  means 
of  its  real  term,  as  we  have  said.  Hence  it  is  only  by  a 
real  term  being  added  to  man's  intellective  principle,  that 
it  is  possible  for  him  to  be  moved  to  attend  to  himself, 
and  so  form  consciousness. 

Now,  given  the  conditions  under  which  man  forms  con- 
sciousness, he  may  also,  in  thought,  separate  himself  posi- 
tively from  the  [primitive]  ideal  object,  and  know  himself 
as  a  subject  placed  in  opposition  to  it. 

1483.  There  is,  therefore,  a  difference  between  man's 
primitive  state,  anterior  to  all  his  intellectual  development, 
and  his  conscious  state,  in  which  he  distinguishes  ideal 
being  from  himself. 

In  his  primitive  state,  he  knows  ideal  being  only,  not 
himself.  Therefore,  he  does  not  confound  ideal  being  with 
himself,  because  the  self  is  not  yet  formed ;  but  neither 
does  he  distinguish  the  two,  because  one  cannot  distin- 
guish two  things  without  knowing  them  both. 

In  his  conscious  state  he  knows  ideal  being,  and  knows 
himself  as  a  subject  opposed  to  this  object,  and  so  distin- 
guishes himself  hy  a  positive  act. 

1484.  We  may,  therefore,  lay  it  down  that  man  is  sub- 
ject to  this  psychological  law,  that  he  can  have  knowledge 
without  consciousness,  and  that  consciousness  arises  in  him 
only  in  consequence  of  real  stimuli  which  impel  him  to 
intellectual  action. 
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CHAPTER   XXIII. 

FOURTH    PSYCHOLOGICAL    LAW  :     KNOWING    BY    AFFIRMA- 
TION OR  NEGATION   [VERBUM  MENTIS). 

1485.  But  what  the  human  spirit  adds  of  its  own  is  the 
7vordy  that  interior  word  whereby  it  affirms  or  denies. 

By  this  act  the  spirit  acquires  a  new  cognition,  but,  be 
it  carefully  noted,  not  a  new  objecfy  because  what  the  spirit 
pronounces  implies  the  object  as  given  to  it  by  intuition,  or 
by  perception,  or  by  reasoning ;  the  object  being  as  it  were 
the  matter  about  which  the  pronouncement  is  made. 

i486.  Now  this  word,  judgment,  aflirmation,  or  what- 
ever else  we  choose  to  call  it,  is  moved  by  the  practical 
reason  acting  on  the  theoretic,  and  therefore  belongs  to  the 
practical  reason  as  its  cause  more  than  it  does  to  the 
theoretic,  although  sometimes  it  follows  immediately,  and 
by  a  kind  of  psychological  instinct,  upon  the  theoretic 
vision. 

1487.  In  order  that  this  interior  word  may  be  uttered, 
the  spirit  must  be  able  to  find  in  the  object  a  duality  of 
such  a  nature  as  to  fiimish  a  predicate  and  a  subject.  And 
since  inji^iitc  ideal  bcingy  when  separate  from  all  real  things, 
is  so  uniform  as  essentially  to  exclude  from  itself  all  mul- 
tiplicity whatever,  in  the  simple  intuition  of  it  there  can 
be  no  pronouncement,  no  judgment.*  Consequently  the 
spirit,  in  order  to  be  in  a  condition  to  affirm  or  deny,  must 
be  placed  in  communication  with  some  real  being,  for  it  is 
only  from  real  being  that  plurality  arises. 

1488.  But  what  is  the  nature  of  the  cognition  acquired 
by  the  spirit  through  the  word,  if  this  word  adds  no  new 
object  to  it  ? 

♦  New  Essay,  Sec,  vol.  ii,  nos.  552.  557. 
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The  cognition  produced  by  the  word  of  the  mind  is 
entirely  different  from  that  produced  by  the  idea  (by  being) ; 
it  is  a  subjective  cognition,  whereas  the  knowledge  of  being" 
is,  as  we  have  seen,  essentially  objective.  When  we  say 
subjective  cognition^  we  do  not  mean  false  cognition ;  far 
from  it ;  we  mean  to  say  that  it  has  not  its  truth  in  itself, 
like  the  knowledge  that  comes  from  the  idea;  but  must 
receive  it  from  the  idea,  by  attuning  and  adjusting  itself 
to  it. 

1489.  Seeing,  therefore,  that  the  object,  being,  the  idea, 
is  truth  itself,  it  follows  that  it  stands  above  the  true  and 
the  false,  and  cannot  receive  these  predicates :  the  only 
name  it  can  properly  receive  is  truth — a  synonym  so  to 
speak  of  itself.* 

The  true  and  the  false^  therefore,  belong  to  the  pro- 
nouncements of  the  spirit,  and  not  to  the  object. 

1490.  This  observation  enables  us  to  solve  the  famous 
sophism  of  the  ancients,  who  argued  as  follows : 

"  Man  does  not  think,  and  therefore  cannot  pronounce, 
anything  else  than  being,  because  non-being  is  neither 
thinkable  nor  pronounceable ; 

"But  to  be  and  to  be  true  are  one  and  the  same 
thing ; 

**  Therefore,  all  that  man  thinks  and  pronounces  is 
true."  t 

We  reply  by  denying  the  major,  if  taken  in  its  totality ; 
or  else,  distinguishing  the  parts  of  it,  we  say  : 

"  Man  does  not  think  anything  else  than  being."  If  by 
the  words  "  Man  does  not  think,"  you  mean  to  express 
only  an  objective  thinking,  concede ;  but  if  you  mean  to 
express  all  modes  of  thinking,  including  the  subjective, 
which  consists  in  pronouncing  something  about  being, 
nego ; "  and  hence  I  deny  that  "  man  cannot  pronounce 
anything  else  than  being,"  because  man's  pronouncement, 
being  an  affirmation  or  denial  of  something,  has  for  its 

*  New   Essay^    &c.,  vol.    iii,    nos.  the  invention  of  this  sophism  to  the 

1062- 1064 ;  1 1 1 2- 1 1 35.  philosophers  who  preceded  Protagoras, 

t  Plato   in    Euthydemus,    Cratylus,  althou^n  this  famous  sophist  made  great 

Sophist,  and  Theaetetus.    He  attributes  use  of  it. 
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object,  not  being  itself,  but  the  nexus  between  being  and 
that  which  is  predicated  of  it. 

Now,  about  being,  one  may  pronounce  both  the  tnie 
and  the  false ;  but  in  this  latter  case  it  is  not  being  that 
becomes  false;  the  falseness  lies  in  the  pronouncement, 
which  is  a  subjective  act  of  the  spirit. 

1 49 1.  The  force  of  this  most  important  distinction  has 
never  been  fully  felt  by  any  philosopher  that  I  know  ot 
neither  has  the  nature  of  subjective  cognition,  which  takes 
place  through  the  pronouncement,  judgment  or  word  of  the 
spirit,  ever  been  properly  seized  and  described. 

In  what,  then,  does  the  nature  of  this  kind  of  knowing 
consist  ? 

As  we  have  already  said,  it  does  not  consist  in  the 
acquisition  by  the  spirit  of  a  new  objecty  but  it  consists  "  in 
the  spirit  being  able  to  dispose  itself  in  a  certain  mode 
with  relation  to  the  object  which  stands  before  it."  If  the 
spirit  affirms,  it  disposes  itself,  relatively  to  the  object,  in 
one  mode  ;  if  it  denies,  it  disposes  itself  in  another  mode. 
The  object  remains  the  same  ;  for  what  is  the  object  ?  To 
say  it  once  more,  the  object  is  the  essence  of  the  thing  seen 
in  the  idea.  Therefore,  in  the  object,  there  is  neither  afe- 
mation  nor  negation ;  these  are  purely  acts  of  the  spirit 
Whether  anything  be  affirmed  of  this  essence,  or  whether 
it  be  denied,  the  essence  itself  remains  unchanged  before 
the  mind.  For  example,  I  deny  that  in  this  garden  there 
is  a  pear-tree  or  a  fig-tree  ;  the  essence  of  pear  or  fig-tree 
which  I  see  with  my  mind,  is  just  as  it  was  before  my 
denial :  my  spirit  merely  declares  to  itself  that  this  essence 
is  not  realised  in  this  garden.  Had  I,  instead  of  denying, 
affirmed,  the  essence  would  equally  have  undergone  no 
modification  of  any  kind. 

1492.  What  is  the  effect  produced  by  this  act  in  the 
human  spirit  ?  By  what  name  can  this  eflfect,  this  disposi- 
tion which  the  spirit  assumes  by  its  act,  be  designated: 
We  have  termed  it  persuasion  ;  hence,  this  species  of  know- 
ledge may  also  be  called  kncnvlcdge  0/  pcrstiastotiy  or  of 
predication.     The  ancients,  sometimes  confounded  persna- 
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ston  with  opinion.  The  two  differ  widely,  since  the  latter 
ni«^y  go  along  with  either  a  strong  persuasion  or  a  weak 
and  vacillating  one. 

1493.  Let  us  try  to  dispel  the  difficulties  that  might 
occur  to  some  minds  on  this  point. 

The  object  intuited,  or  directly  apprehended,  is  one 
thing,  and  what  the  spirit  subsequently  predicates  of  that 
object  is  another. 

In  intuition  and  in  direct  apprehension  error  is  im- 
possible.* 

In  predication  error  is  possible,  because  this  act  may  be 
made  in  a  way  either  conformable  to  or  at  variance  with 
the  object. 

Against  this,  however,  someone  might  easily  argue  as 
follows :  "  Suppose  I  predicate  something  of  a  certain 
object,  is  not  this  predicable  something  also  an  object  ?  If 
so,  then  the  knowledge  of  predication  also  has  for  its  term 
an  object,  a  new  object." 

To  this  we  reply  :  The  term  of  the  knowledge  of  predi- 
cation is  not  any  object,  that  is,  it  is  neither  the  subject  nor 
the  predicable,  but  it  is  the  conjunction  of  the  two :  by 
means  of  the  predication,  which  is  an  act  of  your  spirit, 
you  know  that  they  both  meet  together  in  one  and  the 
same  object. 

It  may  be  rejoined  :  Then  the  union  of  subject  and  pre- 
dicate is  the  object  of  the  knowledge  of  predication  ;  there- 
fore this  knowledge  has  an  object  of  its  own  ;  therefore  by 
means  of  it  a  new  object  is  given  to  the  spirit. 

He  who  reasons  in  this  way  is  the  victim  of  one  of 
those  common  illusions  which  it  is  most  difficult  to  avoid, 
but  which  we  are  continually  trying  to  point  out,  because 
they  prevent  the  mind  from  philosophising  aright.  The 
illusion  is  this : 

The  relation  between  a  predicate  and  a  subject  may  be 
considered  simply  as  possible  (intuible),  and  in  this  case  it 
would  be  an  object ;  but  then  it  would  not  belong  to  the 
class  of  things  known  by  way  of  predicationy  but  of  those 

•  New  Essay y  &c.,  vol.  iii,  no.  1246. 
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known  by  way  of  intuition.  Let  us  give  an  example. 
When  I  say :  "  This  body  is  cold,"  I  predicate  cold  of  this 
body,  and  thus  persuade  myself  that  it  is  cold.  But  before 
making  this  affirmation,  I  may  conceive  the  relation 
between  cold  and  that  body,  without  affirming  it ;  and  I 
may  also  at  the  same  time  conceive,  in  the  same  way,  the 
relation  between  that  body  and  heat.  So  far,  then,  I  have 
not  affirmed  either  the  one  relation  or  the  other:  I  have 
simply  the  intuition  of  two  possible  relations.  But  by  this 
intuition  I  have  already  in  my  mind  the  object  which  I  may 
either  affirm  or  deny.  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the  object 
is  in  my  mind  antecedently  to  either  its  affirmation  or  denial, 
the  formation  of  it  cannot  be  the  aim  of  these  operations. 
That  aim  is  simply  to  make  me  persuaded  that  the  one  of 
the  two  relations  which  I  intuite  as  possible,  is,  and  this 
persuasion  I  have  the  moment  I  pronounce  that  it  is. 

1494.  But,  again,  it  may  be  asked:  "What  is  the  mean- 
ing of  this  />,  which  is  pronounced  of  one  of  those  two 
possible  and  contradictory  relations  ? " 

I  answer  :  The  is  may  be  taken  in  two  senses.  It  may 
signify  either  the  act  by  which  a  purely  ideal  being  is,  or 
the  act  by  which  a  real  being  is.  If  the  affirmation  does 
not  go  beyond  the  sphere  of  ideality  (possibility),  as  in 
logical  or  mathematical  affirmations — for  example,  "The 
consequence  is  contained  in  the  principle,"  or  **  The  sum 
of  the  three  angles  of  a  triangle  is  equal  to  two  right 
angles  " — then  the  copulative  is  signifies  only  ideal  being. 
If  the  affirmation  descends  to  the  sphere  of  reality,  as  in 
physical  affirmations — for  example,  "  This  metal  is  gold," 
or  "  The  Sun  is  a  body" — then  the  copulative  is  signifies  a 
reality  belonging  to  a  real  subject.  The  subject  may  even 
be  a  being  abstracted  from  its  forms,  and  the  predicate 
may  consist  in  its  real  form,  for  example:  "This  being 
subsists."  In  this  case,  subsistence  or  reality  is  taken  as 
the  predicate  of  the  essence  of  the  being  in  question. 

Now  when  the  copulative  isy  which  is  always  pronounced 
in  predication,  signifies  an  ideal  being,  this  is  how  it  happens. 
The  ideal  being  is  the  object ;  and,  if  it  were  not  before  the 
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mind,  one  would  not  be  able  to  predicate  anything  of  it. 
Now  this  object  is  intuited  by  the  mind  in  its  entirety, 
according  to  the  ontological  laws  which  we  have  set  forth. 
But  in  the  human  spirit,  besides  the  faculty  of  intuition, 
there  is  also  the  faculty  of  abstraction,  which  acts  by  limit- 
ing and  concentrating  the  attention.  This  abstraction  does 
not  destroy  the  object,  but  considers  it  under  partial  aspects, 
by  distinguishing  the  elements  of  it.  This  operation  refers 
only  to  the  thinking  subject:  the  object  remains  intact,  both 
in  itself  and  before  the  mind;  only  that  the  mind,  besides 
having  the  entire  object  before  it  by  intuition,  has  likewise 
the  object  divided  into  its  elements  by  abstraction.  This 
abstraction^  which  is  a  kind  of  analysis  or  decomposition, 
opens  the  way  to  predication^  which  is  a  kind  of  synthesis 
whereby  these  decomposed  elements  are  reunited.  When 
I  say  analysis  or  synthesis^  I  speak  of  the  form  assumed  by 
the  operation  of  the  thinking  subject,  and  not  of  the  result  of 
that  operation.  In  fact,  it  is  possible  to  make  a  division  in 
the  form  of  synthesis,  and  this  really  happens  when,  instead 
of  affirming,  one  denies  a  predicate  of  a  subject.  But  since 
we  are  speaking  of  subjective  operations,  we  must  look  at 
their  form,  and  not  at  their  result.  Now,  if  the  predication 
is  false,  that  is,  unites  one  element  of  the  object  to  another 
which  does  not  belong  to  it,  then  the  thinking  subject  pro- 
nounces an  absurdity  (we  are  speaking  at  present  of  the 
ideal  world),  and  an  absurdity  is  not  a  true,  but  only  a 
fictitious  object.  I  say  the  thinking  subject  pronounces  an 
absurdity,  because  when  he  affirms  an  ideal  predicate  of  an 
ideal  subject,  as  in  the  case  supposed,  then  the  affirmation 
refers  to  possibility^  and  if  it  pronounces  possible  that  which 
is  not  possible,  it  pronounces  an  absurdity.  To  predicate 
possibility,  therefore,  is  merely  to  recognise  what  is  knowUy 
to  affirm  the  intuition  of  what  is  intuited.  But  if  there  is 
question  only  of  recognising,  that  is,  knowing  in  another 
mode  what  is  already  known,  it  is  plain  that  no  new  object 
of  thought  is  thereby  produced ;  there  is  only  a  change  in 
the  mode  in  which  one  tries  to  cognise  the  known  object, 
and  this  different  mode,  which  cannot  belong  to  the  object, 
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belongs  to  the  subject.  It  is,  therefore,  merely  a  new 
attitude  which  the  thinking  subject  assumes  relatively  to 
that  object,  and  this  attitude  is  called  subjective  cognition  or 
persiuisio7iy  which  is  either  true  and  false,  according  as  it  is 
in  conformity  with  the  object  or  contrariwise. 

1495.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  copulative  is  signifies  a 
real  being,  as  in  the  example  cited,  the  result  is  the  same. 
The  only  difference  is  that  the  elements  of  the  judgment  or 
predication  are  not  given  by  abstraction,  and  hence,  when 
the  judgment  is  false,  it  is  not  necessarily  absurd.  For 
example,  when  I  say,  "  This  metal  is  gold,"  when,  in  fact, 
it  is  brass,  I  speak  falsely  but  not  absurdly,  because  it  is 
not  impossible  to  conceive  that  the  metal  might  be  gold ; 
and  when  I  say,  "  The  phoenix  subsists,"  I  also  say  what  is 
false,  not  what  is  impossible. 

Here,  therefore,  the  elements  of  the  judgment  are  in  part 
given  by  feeling,  so  far  at  least  as  regards  ih.^  predicate ;  for 
the  predicate  is  a  real,  and  a  real  signifies  nothing  else 
than  a  thing  that  falls  within  feeling.  Now  feeling  is 
subjective,  and  altogether  outside  the  object  of  the  mind  ; 
but  the  thinking  individual  performs  an  act,  in  which  he 
unites  feeling  (the  predicated  real)  with  the  subject  of  which 
there  is  question,  and  which  may  either  be  also  a  real,  or 
else  the  essence  of  being  viewed  apart  from  its  forms.  Now 
this  conjunction  of  identity  does  not  produce  anything  new 
in  the  object,  but  it  wholly  takes  place  in  the  subject  that 
makes  it.  It  is  simply  the  new  attitude  of  this  subject,  of 
which  we  have  spoken,  and  which  constitutes  subjective 
cognition. 

1496.  In  fact,  we  have  already  distinguished  the/unda^ 
mental  union  of  the  human  subject  with  the  object,  which 
takes  place,  first,  through  intuition,  and  then  through  that 
more  intimate  union  which  the  subject  himself  contracts 
with  that  same  object.  This  second  union  which,  as  we 
have  said,  belongs  to  the  practical  or  active  reaso7iy  does  not 
produce  a  new  object,  but  only  a  new  degree  of  union,  and, 
therefore,  a  new  cognition  relative  to  the  same  object,  a 
cognition  which  may  be  either  true  or  false. 
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1497.  But  is  not  reality  thereby  added?    And  is  not 
reality  a  new  object  ?    I  reply: 

Reality  is  indeed  added ;  but  it  is  not  a  new  object.  It 
is  merely  a  predicate,  an  appurtenance  of  the  object  pre- 
viously intuited.  If,  for  example,  that  object  was  the 
essence  of  bread,  intuited  in  the  idea  of  bread,  when  I  say, 
**  The  bread  subsists,"  I  only  add  to  the  object  which  I 
knew  before  (ideal  bread),  reality,  which  is  not  an  object 
but  a  subjective  thing,  a  thing  falling  within  feeling ;  and 
therefore  the  subject  of  this  proposition  is  truly  object,  but 
the  predicate  is  not  object,  but  rather  the  term  of  the  affir- 
mation, a  subjective  term,  because  lying  in  the  feeling  of 
bread.  Hence  that  proposition  is  equivalent  to  this  other: 
"  The  bread  which  is  the  object  of  my  mind  has  a  mode  of 
being  outside  of  my  mind,  and  this  mode  of  being  is 
sensible  to  me  thus  and  thus."  Be  it  observed  that  if  I 
take  the  sensible  being  as  the  object  of  my  mind,  and  not  as 
a  thing  of  feeling,  then  it  is  simply  a  possible,  and  there  is 
not  yet  any  affirmation,  which  is  what  we  are  now  dealing 
with.  If,  therefore,  the  two  terms  of  the  proposition,  i.° 
bread,  2.°  subsistence,  are  considered  by  me  as  possible, 
they  are  objects,  and  then  the  subsistence  is  no  longer  sub- 
sistence, but  the  idea  of  subsistence^  and  we  are  back  again 
in  the  ideal  order.  In  this  case  I  have  not  pronounced  the 
connection  of  these  objects  ;  but  when  I  do  pronounce  it,  I 
do  not  add  another  object.  So  long  as  I  intuite  it  as 
possible,  I  do  not  pronounce  or  affirm  it,  and  when  I  do,  it 
becomes  persuasion  or  subjective  cognition. 

In  the  ideal  essence  of  a  being,  therefore,  its  reality 
is  already  contained  as  ideal;  but  this  is  not  properly  a 
reality  for  the  human  spirit  until  this  affirms  it.  The  spirit, 
therefore,  affirms  the  object  which  it  previously  intuited, 
and  it  does  so  because  it  feels  the  object ;  and  for  the  spirit 
to  affirm  it  is  only  a  new  mode  of  uniting  itself  to  it. 
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CHAPTER  XXIV. 

COROLLARY  ON  THE  CLASSIFICATION  OF  HUMAN 

COGNITIONS. 

1498.  Here  we  think  we  ought  to  introduce  a  corollary 
which  proceeds  from  the  doctrine  just  laid  down. 

Human  cognition  is  of  two  kinds,  the  one  objective^  the 
other  subjective^  because  the  activities  of  the  rational  prin- 
ciple are  two,  the  one  roused  solely  by  the  object,  the  other 
belonging  to  the  subject  itself. 

To  the  former  activity,  that  roused  by  the  object,  there 
corresponds  in  the  rational  principle  objective  cognition, 
entirely  regulated  by  the  ontological  laws  which  we  have 
set  forth.  To  the  latter  activity,  proper  to  the  subject,  there 
corresponds  subjective  cognition  through  predication,  regu- 
lated by  psychological  laws. 

1499.  The  first  of  these  two  modes  of  cognition  has  as 
its  term  the  intuited  object  {^^  possible)^  and  with  regard  to 
it  the  proposition,  Scientia  est  de  nccessariis — "knowledge  is 
about  necessaries  " — is  true.* 

The  second  has  for  its  term  persuasion^  or  a  certain  state 
into  which  the  human  subject  enters  relatively  to  the  object, 
uniting  himself  to  it  in  a  new  mode,  and  thus  increasing 
his  knowledge  ;  but  with  reference  to  this  the  proposition 
Scientia  est  de  veccssariis  is  not  true,  since  knowledge  may 
refer  to  contingent  things,  because  the  real  may  be  con- 
tingent. Indeed,  every  contingent  is  real,  although  not 
every  real  is  contingent. 

1500.  This  distinction  suffices  ^to  overthrow  Idealistic 
Pantheism,  which  from  the  false  principle  that  all  know- 

*  To  this  knowledge  belongs  also  the  dum  se  (Ibid.),  We  say  more  generally 

old  dictum  that  Omnis  cognitio  est  per  that  ci*ery  subsistence  (except  the  divine) 

formani  (St.  Thomas,  Sum,  Theol.^  Ft.  considered  per  se  is  imknowable,  and 

1,  q.  xii,  art.  i,  ad.  2).     Hence  was  de-  therefore,  the /i/^ra  (objective  knowledge) 
rived  the  consequence  that  Infinitum 
quod  se  tenet  ex  parte  fnateria  twn  per- 
fecta  per  fortnam^  ignotum  est  secun- 


must  precede  all  cognition  through  pre* 
dication  (subjective  knowledge) . 
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ledge  is  objective  infers  that,  therefore,  all  knowledge  is 
about  necessary  things,  which  resolve  themselves  into 
God.  Hence  it  asserts  that  God  is  the  universal  and  im- 
mediate object  of  knowledge.  And  since  every  entity 
is  an  object  of  knowledge,  it  at  once  concludes  that 
every  entity  is  God.  The  error  of  this  mode  of  reasoning 
lies  in  its  principle.  It  is  not  true,  as  we  have  said,  that 
all  knowledge  is  objective,  and  also  it  is  not  true  that  all 
knowledge  is  about  necessaries^  there  being  a  species  of 
knowledge  which  relates  to  contingent  things,  a  subjective 
knowledge  which  is  formed  by  way  of  predication. 

1 50 1.  The  same  distinction  between  knowledge  by  in- 
tuition and  knowledge  by  affirmation^  gives  a  solid  basis  to 
philosophic  methody  by  excluding  the  error  of  those  who  say 
that  all  that  man  knows  reduces  itself  to  fcu:tSy  and  that 
man  cannot  know  the  reasons  of  things,  and  consequently 
there  is  no  true  validity  in  the  speculative  sciences,  but 
only  in  the  positive  ones,  &c. 

Now  the  word  facts  may  be  taken  in  several  significa- 
tions. In  the  most  obvious  sense, y^r/j  are  the  terms  of  that 
knowledge  which  is  acquired  by  affirfnation.  But  this  is 
not  man's  only  knowledge  ;  on  the  contrary,  before  know- 
ing by  affirmation,  he  knows  by  way  of  intuition  or  idea. 
Hence  he  can  also  refer  the  cognitions  acquired  by  his 
affirmations  (the  facts  cognised)  to  the  cognitions  he  has 
by  way  of  intuition^  and  find  the  relations  between  them. 
In  these  relations  lie  the  reasons  of  the  factSy  which  reasons 
become  a  third  species  of  cognitions.  From  this  error  not 
even  the  Scottish  Philosophy  is  free.* 

If,  however,  we  give  to  the  word  fact  a  most  extensive, 
though  improper,  signification,  then  we  might  distingfuish, 
i.°  the  real  facts,  2.°  the  ideal  facts,  3.°  the  relations 
between  the  latter  and  the  former,  namely,  the  reasons 
which  explain  the  real  facts.  Only  in  this  improper  sig- 
nification can  it  be  said  that  all  human  cognitions  have 
facts  for  their  matter. 

*  See  Dugald  Stewart,  Elements  of     vol.  i,  chap,  i,  sec.  3,  where  he  expounds 
the  Philosophy  of  the  Human  Mind^      the  sptem  of  Reid. 
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CHAPTER    XXV. 

RECAPITULATION. 

1502.  The  four  psychological  laws  which  we  have 
•enumerated  and  put  down  in  contra-distinction  to  the  onto- 
logical  ones  may  be  epitomised  as  follows  : 

The  rational  subject  acts  according  to  two  laws  that 
are  negative,  and  two  that  are  positive. 

The  negative  are  the  first  and  the  third,  which  say :  i.** 
That  the  object  does  not  rouse  in  the  subject  any  other 
activity  than  that  which  rests  in  it  by  intuition  ;  2.°  That, 
consequently,  it  does  not  give  to  the  subject  the  conscious- 
ness of  himself,  which  arises  only  with  his  second  acts. 

1503.  The  positive  are  the  second  and  the  fourth,  and 
they  say  :  i .°  Supposing  as  given  to  the  rational  principle, 
by  means  of  cosmological  stimuli,  its  movement  to  second 
acts,  this  principle  can  concentrate  its  attention  and  limit 
it  to  some  one  of  the  elements  of  the  object,  or  objects  if 
they  are  many,  or  to  one  or  other  of  the  relations  between 
the  several  objects,  and  thus  acquire  also  the  consciousness 
of  itself  as  a  being  which  intuites  the  object;  2.°  Assum- 
ing the  said  movement,  the  rational  principle  can  see  in 
the  object  its  own  subjective  modifications,  and  form  the 
various  concepts,  and  hence  acquire  subjective  cognition, 
or  cognition  by  predication,  and  by  means  of  it  recognise 
the  object  itself. 
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CHAPTER  XXVI. 

ON  THE  COSMOLOGICAL  LAWS  OF  THE  RATIONAL  PRIN- 
CIPLE IN  GENERAL. — ^TWO  KINDS  OF  COSMOLOGICAL 
LAWS  :  (l)  LAWS  ACCORDING  TO  WHICH  THE  RATIONAL 
PRINCIPLE  MOVES  TO  ACTION;  (2)  LAWS  WHICH  DE- 
TERMINE THE  QUALITY  OF  THAT  MOTION. 

1504.  We  have  not  been  able  to  expound  the  psycho- 
logical laws  of  the  rational  principle  without  mixing  them 
up  with  what  is  furnished  to  the  human  spirit  by  the  world, 
because  the  motion  of  the  human  spirit  to  its  second  acts 
is  not  communicated  to  it  except  by  the  action  of  the 
world. 

Hence  the  necessity  of  distinguishing  those  laws  which 
gfovem  the  production  of  the  motion  of  the  rational  prin- 
ciple already  constituted,  and  which  we  shall  call  Laws  of 
the  motion^  from  those  which  determine  the  mode  followed 
by  that  motion,  and  which  we  may  call  Laws  of  the  quality 
0/  the  motion, 

1505.  The  Laws  of  the  motion  are  cosmological,  that  is, 
imposed  upon  the  spirit  by  the  contingent  entities  that  act 
on  it. 

The  Lardos  of  the  Qtiality  of  the  Motiofi  are  partly  cosmo- 
logical, and  partly  psychological. 

1506.  Hence  we  shall  reduce  all  the  cosmological  laws 
to  two  supreme  ones.  The  one  of  these  we  shall  call  Law 
of  the  Motion^  because  it  expresses  the  dependence  of  the 
acts  of  the  spirit  on  the  stimulative  action  of  the  world; 
the  other  we  shall  call  the  Law  of  Esthetic  Harmxmyy  be- 
cause it  expresses  the  quality  and  the  mode  of  the  motion 
of  the  spirit  and  its  second  acts,  which  motion  is  determined 
by  the  harmony  of  the  world,  pre-established  by  the 
Creator  in  order  that  a  similar  harmony  may  transfuse 
itself  into  the  spirit  as  it  goes  on  unfolding  its  activity. 
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CHAPTER    XXVII. 

COSMOLOGICAL  LAW  OF  THE  MOTION. 

ARTICLE    I. 
Tivo  Paris  of  this  Law, 

1507.  In  the  sensism  of  Fichte  (the  idealism  of  this 
philosopher  is  pure  sensism)  the  human  spirit  posits  itself 
by  the  same  act  by  which  it  posits  the  world.  It  affirms  at 
once  the  Ego  and  the  fion-Ego  as  correlative  opposites,  of 
which  the  one  limits  and  thereby  distinguishes  the  other. 
According  to  us,  the  human  spirit  is  not  constituted  in  this 
way,  but  proceeds  by  the  following  acts : 

I .°  It  intuites  the  object,  universal  being,  without  affirm- 
ing it,  without  affirming  itself,  without  having  any  con- 
sciousness of  itself  or  of  its  act:  it  lives  and  is  in  the 
object ; 

2.°  At  the  same  time,  it  perceives  a  fundamental  feel- 
ing, and,  therefore,  has  a  fupidamental  perception^  which  is 
apprehension  without  express  ajfflrmaftm.  Still,  it  does  not 
thereby  perceive  itself  as  perceiver^  it  has  no  consciousness 
of  itself,  although  it  has  knowledge  of  its  own  feeling,  of  the 
term  of  the  feeling  and  of  its  principle,  so,  however,  that 
this  principle  is  not  divided  by  any  act  of  the  spirit  itself 
from  the  term  in  which  it  lies. 

Consciousness  and  the  EgOy  come  long  afterwards,  in 
the  manner  which  we  have  explained. 

It  follows,  that  the  term  of  the  fundamental  feeling  is 
not  perceived  through  pronouncing  a  fum-Ego^  which  is  a 
relation  to  the  EgOy  but  it  is  perceived  simply  as  extended, 
without  any  reference  being  made  to  the  Ego;  for  the  Ego 
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has  not  yet  revealed  itself.  The  truth  is,  the  Ego  is  not 
the  sentient  principle,  but  the  rational  principle  which, 
after  perceiving  the  fundamental  feeling,  has,  by  reflection, 
acquired  consciousness,  that  is,  perceived  itself.  Neverthe- 
less, there  is  in  feeling  that  duality  which  is  expressed  by 
the  words  signifying  the  two  correlative  concepts  of /r/>/- 
ciple  and  of  term^  but  which  Fichte  falsified  by  applying  to 
it  the  terms  Ego  and  non-Ego, 

1508.  Now,  the  change  which  takes  place  in  the  funda- 
mental feeling  is  the  condition  of  the  impulse  which  moves 
the  rational  principle  to  its  second  acts;  and  since  this 
change  takes  place  naturally  through  the  action  of  the 
agents  that  compose  the  world,  the  spirit  is  said  to  be 
subject,  in  its  development,  to  this  law  of  dependence  on 
the  world — a  cosmological  law. 

This  law,  therefore,  may  be  expressed  in  the  manner 
already  indicated,  viz.,  by  saying  that  the  real  is  the  term 
that  excites  attention  (which  is  the  radical  force  of  subjec- 
tive  kficwing)y  and  actuates  and  concentrates  it.*  Hence 
when  the  real  is  removed  from  the  soul,  the  soul  cannot 
retain  any  cognitive  act  except  the  primitive  act  of  intui- 
tion, without  subjective  attention  or  any  concentration  of 
it.  Thus,  it  may  be  said,  in  a  certain  sense,  that  the  human 
subject,  as  such,  has,  in  this  state,  no  actual  cognition  of 
his  own. 

1509.  But  in  this  law  two  things  are  to  be  considered  : 
i.°  The  reason  why  the  rational  principle  passes  to  its 

second  acts,  thus  issuing  from  its  inertia ;  and  this  reason 
may  be  thus  expressed :  "  The  real,  as  term  of  the  rational 
principle,  is  what  excites  the  attention  of  that  principle  and 
impels  it  to  its  acts  of  subjective  kno>\nng ; " 

2.°  The  reason  why  these  second  acts  of  the  rational 
principle  are  vivid,  lasting  and  satisfying ;  and  this  reason 

•  This  law,  therefore,  has,  i.°  a  nega-  side,  which  says :  **  The  real  rouses  the 

tive  side,  which  says :   "  Without  the  attention,  keeps  it  in  act,  and  concen- 

stimulus  of  the  real,  the  rational  prin-  trates  it,'*  in  which  respect  it  is  a  cos- 

dple  does  not  pass  to  its  second  acts,"  mological  law  of  the  human  spirit,  be- 

and  in  this  negative  respect  it  is  a  psv-  cause  it  expresses  the  acti\4ty  of  this 

chological  law   corresponding   to    the  spirit  corresponding  -  to  the  real  term, 

ontoiogical  ones;   ana,  2°  a  positive  tne  world. 
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may  be  thus  expressed :  "  If  the  second  acts  of  the  rational 
principle  find  a  real  term,  then  they  are  stable  and  vivid ; 
otherwise  they  are  languid,  wearisome,  and  soon  cease." 
Let  us  consider  these  two  parts  of  the  law  separately. 

ARTICLE    II. 

First  Part  of  the  Cosmological  Law  of  the  Motion :  The  Real^  at 
Term  of  the  Rational  Principle^  is  what  rouses  its  Attention  and 
impels  it  to  the  acts  of  Subjective  Knowing. 

15 10.  This  law  is  patent  from  experience.  The  follow- 
ing observations  may  be  made  on  it : 

I .°  Not  every  real  excites  the  rational  principle  to  the 
same  degree  of  attention,  or  exercises  the  same  amount  of 
action  on  it.  Some  reals  merely  attract  to  themselves  that 
attention  which  rests  satisfied  in  perception ;  others,  on  the 
contrary,  go  to  the  extent  of  exciting  reasoning. 

151 1.  2.°  The  reals  which  excite  reasoning  and  not 
merely  perception,  are  the  various  needs  felt  by  the  rational 
principle.  These  needs  make  it  instinctively  seek  all  ways 
of  satisfying  them,  and  therefore  also  the  way  of  reasoning. 
Needy  again,  is  not  a  simple  feeling,  but  a  feeling  that 
results  from  many  simple  feelings  grouped  in  a  certain 
order  ;  and  here  we  have  the  reason  of  that  motion  which 
likewise  unfolds  itself  in  manifold  acts. 

15 1 2.  3.°  The  reals,  moreover,  excite  reasoning  and  an 
action  which  extends  beyond  perception,  when  they  are 
linked  together  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  animality  and  of 
the  animal  instincts.  Hence,  when  a  certain  image  is 
roused,  many  others  are  roused  in  succession  after  it ; 
and  when  a  certain  feeling  is  excited,  others  unite  them- 
selves with  it,  according  to  the  same  laws. 

15 13.  4.°  When  thought  has  proceeded  so  far  as  to  con- 
ceive and  propose  to  the  will  an  end,  then  there  springs 
up  the  free  decree  to  think  of  the  means  of  securing  that 
end.  In  this  way  the  activity  extends ;  but  this  cogitative 
activity  requires  continually  to  aid  itself  by  new  reals  over 
which  thought  and  action  pass. 


COSMOLOGJCAL  LAW  OF  THE  MOTION.         479 

15 14.  5.°  Not  every  real,  even  though  it  excite  a  vivid 
perception,  is  sufficient  to  produce  consciousness,  that  is,  to 
move  man  to  reflect  upon  himself.  To  this  he  is  moved 
chiefly  by  social  language  and  by  his  needs.  Indeed,  in 
social  life  personal  names  and  pronouns  excite  reflection  to 
turn  upon  the  person,  and  the  need  of  this  very  soon  arises. 
For  example,  if  some  wrong  is  done  to  a  child,  and  that 
child  takes  to  defending  its  own  rights  and  judging  between 
itself  and  its  offending  companion,  it  begins  to  reflect  both 
on  its  own  and  the  companion's  person. 

6.°  Finally,  since  feelings  last  for  some  time,  they  aid 
thought  to  keep  itself  in  act,  and  this  forms  the  second 
part  of  the  law  which  we  are  expounding. 

ARTICLE    III. 

Second  Pari  of  the  Latv  of  the  Motion :  The  Real,  hy  its  Stability, 
keeps  the  attention  and  the  thought  in  lively  action, 

15 15.  No  one  accustomed  to  observe  man's  mode  of 
acting  will  deny  this  fact. 

But  here  a  curious  question  presents  itself. 

We  have  seen,  i .°  That  motion  is  not  continuous,  but 
takes  place  by  instantaneous  changes  from  state  to  state, 
each  of  which  states  lasts  for  a  little  moment ;  2.°  That  the 
feelings  excited  are  preceded,  or,  at  least,  accompanied  by 
extra-subjective  movements  in  the  fibres  of  the  body. 

Now,  feeling  and  the  change  from  one  feeling  to 
another  are  two  different  things.  The  latter  can  take 
place  in  an  instant,  but  the  former  must  have  some  dura- 
tion. Excited  feelingy  therefore,  is  always  a  more  or  less 
enduring  state.  If,  then,  this  is  the  case,  and  yet  the  feel- 
ing is  excited  in  company  with  changes  (movements  of 
fibres)  that  are  not  durable,  we  must  admit  that  the  instan- 
taneous changes  which  take  place  in  the  movement  neither 
are  the  feelings  themselves,  nor  can  be  the  full  cause  of 
them.  The  fulness  of  this  cause  must  come  from  the 
sentient  principle  itself,  which  endures. 

15 1 6.  In  the  second  place,  we  have  confirmation  of  the 
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fact  that  there  is  a  non-excited  feeling  which  has  for  its 
term,  not  the  movement,  but  the  extended,  that  is,  several 
extensa  rubbing  against  each  other.* 

15 1 7.  In  the  third  place,  we  can  see  that  the  movements 
which  arise  in  the  extended  are  not  felt  in  their  single 
instantaneous  changes,  because,  i .°  Since  the  changes  are 
instantaneous,  and  feeling  lasts  only  so  long  as  its  term 
lasts,  if  it  had  only  these  changes  as  its  term,  it  would  not 
endure  at  all  and,  therefore,  would  not  be  feeling;  2.°  If 
those  changes  were  felt,  we  should  never  have  a  stable  feel- 
ing, but  would,  in  every  feeling,  have  to  feel  an  incessant 
change,  and  thus  each  feeling  would  be  a  complex  of  many 
successive  feelings,  between  which  there  would  remain  in- 
tervals without  feeling,  a  thing  which  is  entirely  contra- 
dicted by  experience.  Neither  can  it  be  said,  that  this 
multiplicity  and  these  inter\'als  are  in  every  feeling  with- 
out our  adverting  to  them ;  because,  if  this  were  so, 
we  should  notice  the  intervals  between  one  feeling  and 
another,  which  would  have  duration,  very  much  more 
easily  than  the  feelings  themselves  which  would  have  none, 
so  that  all  those  feelings  taken  together  would  last  less 
than  a  single  interval,  since  no  duration  is  less  than  even 
the  briefest  duration.  Moreover,  the  reason  why  we  do 
not  notice  certain  things  that  take  place  in  us  is  because 
we  are  occupied  and  distracted  by  other  more  sensible 
things  that  attract  and  rivet  to  them  our  rational  attention. 
Now,  in  the  case  supposed,  the  cessation  of  the  feeling, 
which  would  have  some  duration,  ought  to  be  observable ; 
indeed,  it  would  be  better  fitted  to  draw  and  hold  our  atten- 
tion than  the  feelings,  which  would  have  no  duration.  In 
fact,  we  must  lay  it  down  as  a  maxim,  that  "  all  that  a  man 
feels,  and  every  transition  from  one  feeling  to  another,  are 
per  se  observable,"  and  it  is  only  an  accident,  due  to  the 
reason  assigned,  when  they  are  not  observed.  Finally,  it 
is  one  thing  not  to  observe  that  which  exists,  and  another 
to  observe  that  which  has  no  existence.  Distraction  may 
cause  the  former,  but  not  the  latter.     Hence,  if  the  dura- 

♦  See  Anthropology^  318-322. 
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tion  in  question  did  not  exist,  it  would  remain  unexplained 
how  we  observe  the  duration  of  our  feelings.  On  the  con- 
trary, sober  truth  binds  us  to  say:  "We  observe  it,  all 
men  observe  it ;  therefore,  it  exists ; "  if  it  did  not  exist,  no 
one  could  observe  it. 

15 1 8.  The  outcome  of  all  this  is  the  following  beautiful 
and  important  proposition,  which  throws  no  little  light  on 
the  nature  of  animal  feeling :  "  Sensations  and  the  other 
excited  feelings  have  not  for  their  term  the  movements  of 
the  fibres,  that  is,  the  changes  of  position  or  state  in  the 
parts  of  the  felt-extended,  but  have  for  their  term  the  felt- 
extended  itself.  Nevertheless  the  movement  and  reciprocal 
pressure  and  rubbing  of  the  parts  of  the  extended  have 
this  result  that  the  extended  is  felt  in  a  new  mode  and  with 
greater  vividness."  * 

15 19.  Now  the  one  thing  proves  the  other.  The  fact  of 
the  duration  of  the  excited  feeling  proves  the  impossibility 
of  continuous  motion  being  its  term.  Continuous  motion 
has  no  durable  state  or  place ;  therefore,  it  cannot  be  the 
term  of  that  feeling.  Hence  we  must  acknowledge,  that 
the  changes  which  take  place  in  the  movement  of  the 
fibres  may  be  (in  their  way)  excitative  of  the  feeling,  but 
cannot,  by  themselves  alone,  be  its  term.  And  we  must 
also  acknowledge  that  the  excited  feeling  endures,  although 
the  exciting  stimulus  (the  change  in  the  fibre)  does  not. 

If  the  Creator  had  not  ordained  that  sensations  should 
have  duration,  they  would  not  have  answered  their  pur- 
pose, nor  would  the  observations  and  experiments  of  the 
students  of  nature  have  been  possible. 


*  Here,  some  one  may  make  this  ob- 
jection: "You  have  argued  that  the 
extra-subjective  body  is  extended  from 
the  fact  that  the  subjective  term  of  feel- 
ing is  extended  {New  Essay^  Sec,  vol. 
ii,  no.  845).  Now,  why  do  you  not 
nmilarly  argue  that  motion  is  con- 
tinuous, and,  therefore,  enduring,  from 
seeing  that  the  excited  feeling  is  en- 
during ?  "  We  reply  that  the  cases  are 
not  similar,  inasmuch  as  there  is  ab- 
surdity in  the  second  case  and  not  in 
the  first.  Besides,  in  the  former  reason- 

TOL.  II. 


ing  we  know  the  term  of  the  AmUh^ 
and  infer  from  it  its  proximate  cause, 
that  is,  from  the  extension  of  the  former 
we  infer  that  of  the  latter  (although  the 
remote  cause,  the  corporeal  principle, 
may,  and  indeed  must,  be  simple).  In 
the  second  reasoning,  likewise,  we  infer 
from  the  duration  of  the  feeling  the 
duration  of  its  term.  Since,  then,  its 
term  must  be  enduring,  it  cannot  con- 
sist of  instantaneous  changes,  which 
have  no  duration. 

O  G 
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1520.  Let  us  now  apply  the  second  part  of  the  law  of 
the  motion  to  explain  some  facts.  It  is  certain  that  the 
rational  principle,  when  once  stimulated  to  its  second  acts, 
acquires  a  free  movement,  so  that  it  is  able  to  govern  itself 
according  to  the  ends  which  the  will  has  in  view.  Never- 
theless, if  this  rational  movement  (originally  started  by  a 
real  term,  a  need,  &c.)  does  not  find  a  real  term  as  its  aim, 
it  cannot  form  acts  of  long  duration,  or  acts  easy  and  vivid. 

152 1.  The  facts  that  can  be  explained  by  means  of  this 
law  are  chiefly  the  following.    It  explains : 

i.°  Why  without  sensations  or  phantasms  the  mind 
cannot  think  subjectively ;  * 

1522.  2.°  Why  incorporeal  substances  are  difficult  to 
conceive  in  their  purity,  without  some  intermixture  of  the 
corporeal.  The  reason  is  this.  In  the  order  of  nature,  we 
do  not  perceive  any  other  incorporeal  substance  than  our 
own  souls,  and  these  we  perceive  by  way  of  feeling,  that  is, 
we  perceive  them  in  feeling,  as  the  principle  of  it.  Now 
our  feeling  has  for  its  term  the  pure  or  corporeal  extended. 
It  is  true  that  the  intuiting  principle  is  the  first  act  of  the 
feeling  itself,  but  just  for  that  reason  it  has  no  conscious- 
ness. It  is  a  real,  but  not  a  real^termy  and  it  is  only  a  real" 
term  that  arouses  attention.  Now  in  the  order  of  nature 
man  has  no  other  real  term  but  body,  and  therefore  the 
attention  of  the  rational  principle  is  attracted  by  the  cor- 
poreal feeling,  and  only  afterwards,  through  free  reflection, 
considers  the  intuiting  principle,  which,  however,  it  cannot 
know  by  a  vivid  and  concentrated  conception,  precisely 
because  it  does  not  find  in  it  any  real  which  may  serve 
it  as  an  exciting  term.  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  we  have  no 
perception  of  any  incorporeal  substance  except  our  own, 
and  this  does  not  act  as  an  excitant  term  to  our  attention 
except  in  so  far  as  it  is  united  to  the  body,  the  consequence 
is  that  we  are  inclined  to  conceive  and  imagine  other  sub- 
stances to  be  of  the  same  nature  as  that  which  is  the  term 
of  our  own,  namely,  to  be  corporeal ; 

*  So  much  does  St.  Thomas  recog-  fused  knowledge,  he  teaches  that  he 
nise  this  law,  that  although  he  attri-  required  phantasms  in  order  to  con* 
butes  to  the  first  man  a  fiuness  of  in-     sidtr. 
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'523.  3.°  Why  abstracts  require  natural  or  artificial 
signs  in  order  that  we  may  think  them,  and  reason  by  or 
upon  them ; 

1524.  4.°  Why  in  the  ancient  lang^uages  spiritual  sub- 
stances and  abstracts  are  designated  by  terms  derived  from 
corporeal  things.  Thus  antmay  anttmis  (cf.  Greek  avs/iAOf), 
sfdrity  imviMty  are  all  words  originally  signifying  corporeal 
wind  or  air,  and  afterwaids  transferred  to  signify  the  in-  • 
corporeal  substance.  Thus  also  moral  good  taken  in  the 
abstract  had  no  name  of  its  own,  but  was  called  sometimes; 
virtue^  which  means  strength^  sometimes  honesty^  which 
means  beauty^  sometimes  morality  (from  mos^  which  means 
custom) ;  so  likewise  the  word  obligation  is  taken  from  the 
sensible  bond  and  transferred  to  signify  the  force  of  law. 

1525.  The  same  may  be  said  of  every  spiritual  substance, 
and  of  every  abstract,  except  only  the  verb  to  be^  which 
was  never  expressed  by  a  metaphor.  And  this  is  by  itself 
a  strong  testimony  from  the  common  sense  of  mankind  to 
the  truth  of  the  system  which  we  have  propounded,  showing 
that  being  must  not  be  confounded  with  other  abstractions, 
inasmuch  as  it  is  the  immediate  and  ever-present  object  of 
the  human  mind  ;t 

1526.  5.°  Why  languages  are  suitable  instruments  of 
thought  for  the  purposes  both  of  analysis  and  of  synthesis. 
Their  suitableness  for  synthesis  is  seen  in  cases  where  a 
name  is  imposed  to  fix  a  g^oup  of  ideas  or  recollections. 

Thought  being,  by  an  ontological  law,  bound  to  unity y 
when  it  is  obliged  to  retain  several  concepts  or  thoughts, 
seeks  to  group  them,  and  one  of  the  ways  in  which  it  does 
this  is  by  attaching  them  all  to  a  single  wordy  which,  being 
a  real,  keeps  the  attention  and  the  memory  awake  and 
alert,  whereas  they  would  not  be  so  if  in  the  plurality  of 
things  there  were  not  a  real  bond  to  connect  and  unify  them. 
Hence  the  instinctive  tendency,  in  order  to  keep  in  mind 
any  event  that  we  desire  to  remember,  to  mark  with  a  word 
the  place  where  it  occurred.     Since  the  event  and  the  place 

•  Sec  Comparative  History  of  Moral         f  See  Leibnitz,  Noieveaux  £ssais. 
Systems,  chap,  v,  art.  vii.  See,  Bk.  m,  chap,  i,  no.  5. 
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have  no  natural  or  essential  connection,  we  make  use  of  a 
sign  that  recalls  both.  This  rational  instinct  not  only 
answers  the  purpose  of  transmitting  those  our  memories  to 
posterity,  but  also  of  rendering  them  present  to  ourselves  ; 
hence  we  find  it  more  active  in  the  primitive  men,  whose 
language  was  still  poor,  so  that  they  had  greater  need  to 
impose  such  names.  Thus  Agar  styles  the  well  where  the 
angel  of  the  Lord  appeared  to  her,  "  Well  of  the  seer."  *  In 
like  manner  Abraham  gives  to  the  mount  of  sacrifice  the 
name  of  "The  Lord  seeth"  [Gen.  xxii,  14).  Jacob  called 
the  place  where  he  had  the  vision  of  the  ladder.  Bethel  or 
"The  House  of  God"  [Gen.  xxviii,  19).  To  another  place 
where  he  had  a  vision  of  angels,  and  where  he  had  said,  by 
as  it  were  a  spontaneous  expression  of  feeling  (which  shows 
the  instinct  prompting  external  utterance) :  "  These  are  the 
tents  of  God,"  he  gave  the  name  Mahanaipty  which  means 
tents  [Gen.  xxxii,  2).  In  the  same  way,  the  wells  which  the 
patriarchs  caused  to  be  dug  were  named  fi-om  the  events 
that  gave  occasion  to  their  being  dug  and  the  feelings  with 
which  they  themselves  were  at  the  moment  animated  {Gen. 
xxvi,  20-23) ;  and  throughout  the  whole  of  Genesis  we  find 
very  frequent  mention  of  names  being  given  to  places  from 
remarkable  events.  Impelled  by  the  same  rational  instinct, 
men  gave  the  stars  names  in  commemoration  of  some 
hero  or  some  event  that  they  desired  to  keep  in  remem- 
brance after  he  or  it  had  passed  away  and  ceased  to  be  or 
to  act  on  them  as  real.  They  attained  their  purpose  by 
connecting  such  hero  or  such  event  with  two  reals,  of  which 
the  one,  with  its  sublime  aspect,  always  made  a  strong  im- 
pression upon  the  eye,  and  could  not,  like  earthly  monu- 
ments, decay  by  time ;  the  other  upon  the  ear,  and  was  the 
name  transmitted  to  succeeding  generations.  Hence 
Giuseppe  Bianchini  says,  with  much  truth:  "We  may 
affirm  that  the  two  globes,  the  terrestrial  and  the  celestial, 
are  the  two  oldest  books  in  profane  literature.     In  the 

*  Gen,  xvi,  14. — So  also  to  the  angel  Agar  gave  the  name  of  Seer^  designa- 
who  had  appeared  to  her,  or  rather  to  ting  Hun  from  His  action^  or  manifesta- 
God,  Whom  the   angel   represented,      tion. 
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various  names  of  its  provinces  and  seas,  the  terrestrial 
preserves  a  very  faithful  catalogue  of  various  nations  that 
have  inhabited,  and  of  several  princes  that  have  ruled  it : 
and  the  celestial,  in  the  very  ancient  images  outlined  upon  it 
before  the  age  of  Homer  and  Hesiod,  is  a  most  evident 
monument  of  enterprises  and  their  leaders,  of  arts  and 
artificers,  transmitted  to  the  knowledge  of  posterity."* 

1527.  We  may  say  that  every  word  is  a  synthesis,  since 
it  rarely  happens  that  a  word  signifies  a  single  concept. 
This  we  see  in  the  case  of  synonyms,  which,  although  they 
agree  in  a  principal  concept,  awaken  many  others  which 
are  observed  with  difficulty  and  only  by  the  most  clear- 
sighted observers,  such,  for  example,  as  Tommas6o,  and 
yet  are  felt  by  the  generality  of  men,  who  seldom  or  never 
fail  to  perceive  any  impropriety  of  expression,  although 
they  are  usually  unable  to  say  exactly  where  the  impro- 
priety lies,  and  if  they  try  to  say  it,  they  are  often  wrong, 
and  if  they  write,  they  fall  into  some  impropriety  them- 
selves. Words,  therefore,  render  this  service,  among  others, 
to  thought,  that  they  give  unity  to  certain  pluralities  of  con- 
cepts, which  pluralities,  not  being  a  real,  require  a  real 
sigfn  to  retain  and  mark  them. 

1528.  All  things,  therefore,  that  are  not  reals  acting  on 
man,  viz.,  [a)  Incorporeal  substances,  [b)  Abstracts,  [c)  Multi- 
ples, [d)  Past  reals,  such  as  facts  belonging  to  history,  and, 
therefore,  no  longer  acting  on  man,  [e)  Reals  at  a  distance, 
and,  therefore,  likewise  not  acting,  &c.,  &c. — all  these 
things,  I  say,  require  real  signSy  in  order  that  man  may  be 
able  to  keep  and  concentrate  his  attention  on  them, 

1529.  In  the  case  of  absent  reals,  the  proof  of  what  I  say 
is  seen  in  the  desire  which  men  show  to  have  portraits  and 
keepsakeSy  to  make  them  remember  in  a  vivid  way  the  per- 
sons or  things  that  they  love,  but  cannot  always  have 
near  them. 

1530.  And  as  to  incorporeal suhstarueSy  they  maybe  con- 
sidered as  absent  things,  inasmuch  as  they  do  not  imme- 
diately act  upon  us  as  reals ;  hence  the  propensity  so  gene- 

*  Istaria  Universale^  Introd.,  chap.  iii. 
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rally  felt  towards  images  and  s3nnbols  as  being  needed 
to  represent  those  substances  to  our  veneration;  and,  in 
fact,  the  reason  for  all  external  worship.  Therefore  the 
Iconoclasts  were  merely  pandering  to  vain  subtleties,  and 
opposing  the  laws  of  human  nature. 

1 53 1  Again,  just  as  every  word  is  a  synthesiSy  so  every 
proposition  and  series  of  propositions  is  an  analysis.  That 
thought,  in  order  to  analyse  and,  especisdly,  in  order  to 
abstract,  must  make  use  of  signs  and  particularly  of 
words,  which,  of  all  signs,  are  the  most  suitable  and 
natural,  is  pladn  from  the  fact  we  have  just  stated,  namely, 
that  plurality  is  not  a  real.  Now  analysis  does  nothing 
but  decompose  one  into  many.  The  very  fact,  therefore,  of 
the  mind  setting  itself  to  bring  back  unity  to  plurality  makes 
it  necessary  for  it  to  have  signs  to  which  it  may  bind  its 
attention,  so  that  this  may  concentrate  itself  on  the  single 
parts,  and,  at  the  same  time,  embrace  them  £dl  in  such  a 
way  as  not  to  forget  that  they  are  parts  of  a  whole.  This 
purpose  is  admirably  served  by  language,  an  instrument 
at  once  synthetic  and  analytic. 

1532.  By  the  invention  of  language,  therefore,  man,  i.*^ 
satisfies  a  need  of  his  thought,  and,  therefore,  language  is 
not  invented  merely  to  communicate  one's  thoughts  to 
others,  but  also  to  fix  one's  own  thoughts,  to  direct,  rivet 
and  concentrate  one's  attention ; 

2.°  He  satisfies  the  need  which  he  feels  of  communica- 
ting his  thoughts  to  his  fellows,  by  fiimishing  them  with 
the  same  easy  means  of  thinking  which  he  employs  in  his 
own  case,  or,  in  other  words,  of  directing  and  concen- 
trating their  attention. 

Herein  we  must  admire  the  wisdom  of  the  Creator,  Who 
has  not  left  the  invention  of  language  to  the  mere  fi-ee 
calculated  action  of  human  thought,  but  has  placed  in 
man  an  instinct  for  the  purpose,  as  we  shall  show  when 
we  come  to  speak  of  those  psychological  laws  of  thought 
that  correspond  to  the  ontological  ones,  and  moreover  has 
Himself  positively  communicated  to  him  the  first  elements 
of  language. 
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>533«  B7  the  same  means  are  explained  the  laws  of 
memory,  in  which  there  occur  some  facts  not  easy  of 
explanation. 

i.°  In  the  first  place,  it  is  difficult  to  explain  how  cogni- 
tions are  preserved  in  us  when  we  are  not  thinking  of  them. 
Is  it  merely  that  we  do  not  any  longer  turn  our  attention 
to  them,  as  happens  in  the  case  of  a  picture  which, 
although  it  be  continually  present  to  us,  we  do  not  see 
unless  we  turn  our  eyes  to  it  ? — ^This  does  not  suffice 
adequately  to  account  for  the  fact  in  question ;  because,  if 
the  preservation  of  cognitions  in  us  without  our  thinking 
of  them  depended  only  on  our  not  giving  attention  to  them, 
then  we  ought  to  be  able  to  recall  anything  whenever  we 
chose,  even  as  we  can  at  any  moment  look  at  a  picture 
hanging  on  the  wall  before  us.  The  fact,  on  the  contrary, 
is  that  there  are  many  forgotten  things  which  we  either 
cannot  recall  at  all,  or  else  recall  with  difficulty.  In  this 
case  we  must  conclude  that  our  attention  is  not  activated 
or  held  by  any  real,  that  is,  by  any  image  or  other  feeling, 
and  as  a  consequence  does  not  know  where  to  turn,  or 
where  to  fix  itself,  in  order  to  find  the  information  or 
cognition  which  it  is  looking  for  in  the  soul.  When,  there- 
fore, the  images  or  feelings  to  which  any  desired  piece  of 
information  or  cognition  is  linked  cease  to  exist,  then  such 
information  or  cognition  sinks  into  uniform  universal  being, 
where  it  lies  concealed ;  which  is  what  the  ancients  called 
potential  or  virtual  cognition.  Nevertheless,  it  is  not  lost 
therein  for  ever,  but  emerges  whenever  the  force  of  atten- 
tion succeeds  in  seizing  an  image  or  a  real  feeling  to  which 
that  cognition  is  linked  in  the  instinct  of  the  attention 
itself.  Then  the  cognition  clothes  itself,  so  to  speak,  with 
that  real,  or  more  properly  speaking,  is  marked  by  it.  Hence 
the  cogfnitions  that  are  altogether  lost,  and  of  which  there 
is  no  remembrance,  may  be  called  non-marked  cognitiomy 
that  is,  cognitions  not  distinguished  in  ideal  being. 

1534.  2.°  The  second  thing  difficult  to  explain  in  regard 
to  memory,  is  why  certain  cognitions  or  pieces  of  informa- 
tion reappear  in  our  thought  of  their  own  accord,  without 


488  PSYCHOLOGY. 

our  wills,  or  even  in  spite  of  them,  and  thus  sometimes 
give  occasion  to  what  we  call  distractions,  temptations, 
&c.  The  reason  is  the  same  as  before.  Grranted  the  prin- 
ciple that  the  notions  and  the  cognitions  that  lie  within  us 
attract  and  hold  our  attention  whenever  they  are  marked 
by  or  linked  to  something  real,  e.g,y  to  images,  feelings,  ex- 
ternal bodies,  &c.,  and  granted  also  that  the  reals  to  which 
they  are  linked  present  themselves  to  us  without,  or  even 
against,  our  wills,  being  dependent  upon  the  play  of  our 
animality  and  the  animal  powers  ;  it  is  evident  that  many 
obliterated  notions  must  return  to  thought  of  their  own 
accord  and  attract  our  cogitative  attention,  according  to 
the  laws  of  instinct  and  habit,  and  must  sometimes  even 
do  us  violence,  that  is,  when  they  have  more  power  to  draw 
and  hold  our  attention  than  our  wills  have  to  restrain  it. 
How  g^eat  the  force  and  independence  of  imaginings  and 
animal  feelings  are,  is  shown  by  every  day  experience. 
This  is  a  great  humiliation  to  man,  who,  as  man,  lies  in 
the  rational  principle ;  inasmuch  as  this  principle,  that  is, 
man  himself,  is  seen  to  be  so  enfeebled,  that,  whereas  it 
ought,  for  every  good  reason,  to  lead  and  command,  it 
follows  like  a  bond-slave  and  obeys,  vainly  recalcitrating 
and  struggling. 

1535-  3-°  The  third  thing  is,  why  some  cognitions 
are  easily  recalled  to  thought,  and  others  with  difl&culty. 
Seeing  that  the  presence  of  real  feelings,  which  mark 
cognitions,  does  not  entirely  depend  upon  us,  we  can 
easily  understand  this  fact  also.  The  truth  is,  that  our 
animal  movements  and  feelings  are  neither  entirely  within, 
nor  entirely  beyond,  the  power  of  the  rational  principle. 
This  principle  can  do  much  in  them,  but  not  all  that  it 
wills.  Hence  it  is  sometimes  easy  for  it  to  arouse  those 
feelings  in  itself,  sometimes  difficult,  and  sometimes  alto- 
gether impossible. 

1536.  If  it  be  further  asked  according  to  what  law 
this  ease  or  difficulty  is  graded,  confining  ourselves  solely 
to  the  case  of  reminiscence,  we  reply,  i.°  That  man,  when 
he  thinks,  has  always  reals  present  to  him,  that  is,  images 
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and  feelings;  2.**  That  present  reals  are  more  or  less 
closely  linked  to  absent  ones ;  3.**  That  this  link  consists 
in  a  sign  or  else  in  an  organic  nexus  (whereby  one  sensible 
movement  is  a  continuation  or  an  immediate  effect  of 
others),  or  again  in  a  consensuous  nexus,  due  to  instincty 
habity  &c.  In  order,  therefore,  that  the  rational  principle 
may  be  able  to  rouse  and  actuate  the  feelings  it  seeks,  these 
must  have,  i.°  a  connection  with  those  actually  present, 
and  2.^  such  connection  as  will  allow  of  a  more  or  less 
ready  spontaneous  transition  from  the  one  to  the  other. 
This  latter  condition  enables  the  rational  principle  more 
or  less  easily  to  repristinate  the  animal  movements  and  the 
annexed  feelings  which  it  seeks,  as  signs  of  the  cognitions 
it  wants  to  recall  to  memory. 
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CHAPTER  XXVIII. 

COSMOLOGICAL  LAW  OF  HARMONY  OF  ACTION  IN  THE 
RATIONAL  PRINCIPLE.  HOW  THIS  LAW  IS  MIXED  UP 
WITH  PSYCHOLOGICAL  LAWS,  AND  HOW  IT  IS  DIS- 
TINGUISHED FROM  THEM. 

ARTICLE  I. 

The  Law  of  Harmony  which  the  Rational  Soul  obeys  is  Cos- 
mological  in  so  far  as  it  springs  from  the  intrinsic  order  of 
Animal ity. 

1537'  By  cosmological  law  of  the  action  of  the  rational 
principle  we  have  understood  that  law  which  is  imposed 
on  its  actions  by  created  things,  by  the  world,  or 
by  what  Fichte  would  call  the  nan-Ego.  According  to 
this  concept  of  the  world,  the  rational  principle  itself  is 
excluded  from  the  world  and  opposed  to  it,  although  this 
same  principle,  this  EgOy  forms  also  a  part  of  the  world,  the 
implied  denial  of  which  fact  is  another  error  of  the  Fichtean 
system.*  Nevertheless,  since  the  intellective  soul  has  in 
the  idea  the  mirror  of  the  real  world  and  also  of  itself,  it  is 
not  altogether  absurd  to  consider  it  from  two  points  of 
view,  that  is,  as  known  and  as  knowing,  as  part  of  the 
world  and  as  opposed  to  the  world.  Thus  the  nature  of  the 
world,  including  in  it  the  soul  as  the  term  of  cognition, 
is  the  source  of  the  cosmological  laws  according  to  which 

♦  By  placing  the  Ego  in  opposition  (false,  certainly)  that,  therefore,  the 
to  nature  or  the  world,  Fichte  took  the  E^^o  is  different  from  the  world,  is  out- 
first  step  toward  that  deification  of  man  side  of  nature.  In  this  we  can  perceive 
which  was  carried  out  more  explicitly  that  refined  pride  by  which  man  speaks 
by  his  successors.  Indeed,  from  the  of  all  things  in  the  tone  of  a  judge,  for- 
supposed  opposition  between  the  Ego  getting  that  he  himself  is  one  of  them, 
and  the  world  they  drew  the  conclusion 
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the  rational  principle  (the  soul)  operates,  and  the  nature  of 
the  soul  or  rational  principle  is  the  source  of  the  corre- 
sponding psychological  laws. 

1538.  But  here  the  question  arises,  whether  animality 
belongs  to  the  knowing  soul  to  which  it  furnishes  the  im- 
mediate matter.  We  must  answer  this  question  before  we 
begin  to  speak  of  the  law  of  harmony,  in  order  that  we 
may  know  whether  this  law,  in  so  far  as  it  is  cosmic,  must 
be  derived  not  only  from  the  order  of  external  things,  but 
also  from  the  intrinsic  order  of  animality,  as  forming  part 
of  that  world  which  is  considered  as  opposed  to  the  rational 
principle. 

We  reply  that  animality,  as  such,  does  not  belong  to 
the  knowing  soul,  which  has  the  nature  of  principle, 
whereas  animality  is  related  to  it  only  as  term,  in  so  far  as 
it  comes  within  the  fundamental  perception.  Hence  the 
harmony  which  the  rational  principle  finds  in  its  term, 
and  in  which  itself  participates,  comes  to  it  not  only  from 
the  harmony  existing  in  the  external  things  differing  from 
animal  feelings,  but  also  from  the  harmony  that  belongs  to 
animality  itself. 

1539.  The  ancient  thinkers  of  the  Italic  school  were 
aware  of  the  existence  of  the  law  of  harmony  in  the  opera- 
tions of  the  rational  principle  ;  but  they  supposed  it  to  be  a 
purely  psychological  law  rather  than  a  law,  in  part  at  least, 
cosmologicaL  The  reason  of  this  was,  that  they  were  unable 
to  conceive  the  purely  intellective  soul,  and  did  not  even 
understand  the  nature  of  the  soul.  Making  their  start  in 
philosophic  thought  from  what  is  most  obvious  to  men, 
viz.,  matter  and  the  sense,  they  fixed  the  eyes  of  their 
minds  upon  the  sensitive  soul  and  reduced  all  acts,  even  in- 
tellectual ones,  to  it  as  their  principle.  Moreover,  in  the 
sensitive  soul  itself,  they  had  not  succeeded  in  distinguish- 
ing the  principle^  to  which  alone  the  term  soul  applies,  from 
the  term  which  consists  in  the  extended  and  the  materiated. 
Hence  they  attributed  to  the  soul's  own  self  what  came  to 
it  from  its  term.  And  since  it  is  in  well-harmonised  sounds 
that  order  is  most  sensibly  and  vividly  felt,  they  gave  to 
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•every  order  and  harmony  the  name  of  mtisiCy  generalising 
the  meaning  of  this  word,  which  was  originally  given  to 
the  delight  which  the  ear  receives  from  concordant 
sounds.  This  they  did  in  accordance  with  the  laws  we 
have  described  as  governing  the  invention  of  words. 

1540.  Hence  the  fact  of  music  having  been  attributed, 
first  to  the  soul  of  the  world,  and  then  to  the  other  souls, 
which  by  partaking  of  that  soul  were  constituted  and  indi- 
viduated, as  may  be  seen  in  the  following  passage  from 
Macrobius  which  sums  up  the  ancient  doctrines.  We  need 
not,  he  says,  be  surprised  that  mtisic  has  so  much  influence 
upon  men  no  less  than  upon  beasts  (observe  how  his  atten- 
tion was  directed  to  the  sensitive  soul),  Inesse  enim  mun- 
datuB  anitruB  caussas  musiccB^  quibus  est  tntexta^  praedtxtmus. 
Ipsa  autem  mundi  anima^  viventtbus  omnibus  (he  is  speak- 
ing of  living  things  in  general,  not  specially  of  rational 
beings)  vitam  ministrat  (he  says  life  not  reason). 

^^Hinc  hominum  pecudumque  gefius  vikeque  volantum 
Et  quae  marmoreo  fert  monstra  sub  (squore  pontus." 

Jure  igitur  musica  capitur  omne  quod  vivit;  quia 
ccelestis  aninuiy  qua  animatur  universitaSy  originem  sumpsit 
ex  musica.* 

1 54 1.  Now  when  we  know  that  the  harmony  which 
secretly  directs  the  rational  principle  as  well  as  the  sentient 
principle  is  derived  from  their  term,  and  not  contained  in 
themselves,  we  are  able  to  overthrow  this  error  into  which 
the  ancients  fell  by  attributing  the  origin  of  harmony  to 
the  soul  alone,  which  is  the  principle — an  error  which  was 
carried  so  far  that  many  of  them  declared  the  nature  of  the 
soul  to  consist  in  harmony  itselff 

*  In  Somnium  Sctf.,  Bk.  II,  chap.  ill.      ture  of  the  Sotdy  inserted  at  the  end  oS. 
f  See  the  Appendix  on  Tfu  Opinions     the  third  volume  of  this  work. 
4>f  Philosophers  with  regard  to  the  Na- 
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ARTICLE   II. 

7^  Law  of  Harmony  according  to  which  the  Sensitive  Soul  acts  is  in 

large  measure  Psychological, 

1542.  Animality,  therefore,  is  not  the  rational  principle, 
but  stands  to  it  in  the  relation  of  term,  and,  therefore, 
belongs  to  the  world^  in  contradistinction  to  the  rational 
soul.  The  rational  soul,  however,  shares  in  the  harmony 
contained  in  animality. 

But  if  we  speak  of  the  sensitive  soul,  which  is  the  im- 
mediate principle  of  feeling,  it  may  be  asked  whether  the 
harmony  found  in  animality  proceeds  from  the  soul,  that 
is,  from  the  sensitive  principUy  or  from  the  extended  which 
is  its  term.  If  the  ancients  had  put  the  question  in  this 
form,  their  error  in  attributing  to  the  soul  edone  the  origin 
of  harmony  would  have  been  smaller,  because,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  harmony  comes,  at  least  in  part,  from  the  nature  of 
the  sensitive  soul.  But  they  confounded  the  sensitive  soul 
with  the  rational,  attributing  to  the  former  the  nature  of 
the  latter.  Now  our  aim  is  to  explain  the  law  of  harmony 
with  respect  to  the  rational  soul,  and  to  show  that  in  this 
respect  the  law  is  cosmological,  on  the  simple  ground  that 
the  sensitive  soul,  which  is  principle  with  respect  to  the 
extended,  its  proper  term,  is  term  with  respect  to  the  rational 
principle,  which  perceives  the  sentient  in  the  felt,  and  thus 
the  sensitive  soul  belongs  to  the  world  as  opposed  to  the 
rationed  principle. 

1543.  Let  us  see,  then,  how  the  sensitive  soul  is  partly 
the  source  of  the  harmony  found  in  animality,  although 
we  shall  have  to  speak  of  this  in  greater  detail  frirther  on. 

In  the  first  place,  the  contintious  extended  acquires  unity, 
and  along  therewith  its  continuous  nature,  from  the  sim- 
plicity of  the  sensitive  principle.* 

*  IThe  sensiferous,  likewise,  has  con-  its  action.    Just,  therefore,  as  we  infer 

tinnous  extension  (See  New  Essay,  Sec,  the  simplicity  of  the  sentient  principle 

▼ol.  ii,  no.  858) :    whence    does  this  from  the  fact  of  the  term  of  its  passion 

come  ?     We  say  from  the  corporeal  [va&ot]  being   extended,    so   we    may 

principle,  which    shows   itself  to   be  legitimately  infer  the  simplicity  of  the 

simple  from  the  very  fact  that  it  has  corporeal  principle  from  the  fact  of  the 

the  continuous  extended  as  the  term  of  term  of  its  action  being  extended. 
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In  the  second  place,  the  unity  of  time,  as  we  have  seen, 
lies  in  the  simplicity  of  the  sentient  principle. 

Now  in  felt  extension  as  well  as  in  time  the  harmony  erf 
animality  is  apparent,  inasmuch  as  felt  extension  gives 
rise  to  the  multiplicity  necessary  for  harmony,  and  time 
gives  rise  to  number. 

1544.  In  fact,  multiplicity  and  nimiber  could  not  be  if 
there  were  not  a  simple  being  to  which  and  in  which 
several  unities  were  present,  since  every  unity,  as  such,  if  it 
is  present  to  itself,  cannot  be  present  to  the  other  unities; 
for  each  unity  as  such  ends  in  itself,  and  cannot  go  be- 
yond the  limits  of  its  own  being.  On  the  contrary,  one 
and  the  same  sensitive  principle  is  susceptible  of  several 
feelings,  both  simultaneous  and  successive,  so  that  we  find 
in  it  (and  in  a  more  eminent  and  diflferent  way  in  the 
rational  principle)  multiplicity,  number,  and  succession. 

1545.  Since,  then,  harmony  results  from  unity  and 
pluralityy  it  follows  that  unity  is  posited  by  the  soul,  and 
therefore  is  a  psychological  element,  while  plurality  is  given 
to  the  sensitive  soul  by  its  term,  and  is,  therefore,  a  cosma- 
logical  element.  Thus  we  may  say  that  the  harmony  in 
the  sphere  of  animal  feeling  is  in  a  certain  sense  a  union 
of  nature,  and  as  it  were  a  birthday  embrace,  between  the 
soul  and  the  world. 

1546.  Now  unity  is  properly  the  form  of  the  beautiful, 
as  St.  Augustine  observes,*  Hence  the  conclusion  that 
the  formal  part  of  harmony  is  psychological  in  its  nature,  the 
material  part  cosmological. 


*  Cum  autem  omne  quod  esse  dicimuSt 
IN  QUANTUM  MANKT  DICAMUS  (let  US 

observe,  in  passing,  that  the  Saint  recog- 
nises duration  as  tne  condition  of  being), 
omtUs  porro  ptdchritudinis  forma 
unitas  sit  {Epist.  xviii,  2). — St.  Augus- 
tine lays  it  down  that  there  is  no  beauty 
except  in  the  rational  principle,  whicn 
is  equivalent  to  sa3^ng  tnat  he  holds  the 
beautiful  to  be  essentially  objective. 
Then  he  rises  to  the  question  of  the 
eternal  norm  of  the  beautiful  {De  Vera 
Relig.^  chaps,  xxx-zzxiii ;  De  Musicd, 
Bk.  VI,  chap,  xiii;   Epist.  xviii,  2). 


Herein  we  agree  entirely  with  this  great 
master,  and,  therefore,  we  distinguisJi 
between  beauty  and  harmony^  or  the 
harmonious  concourse  of  a  plurality  of 
things — a  concourse  that  is  met  with 
even  in  animality,  and  is  founded  on 
the  simplicity  of  the  sensitive  soul, 
which  embraces  the  manifold.  Now 
this  sensible  harmony  itself  serves,  so 
to  speak,  as  matter  to  the  rational  prin- 
ciple which  contemplates  it  in  the  ob- 
ject [or  ideal  being],  and  thereby  brings 
it  up  fully  to  the  nature  of  beauty. 


LA  W  OF  HARMONY.  495 

ARTICLE  III. 

Distinction  between  what  is  Pyschological  and  what  is  Cosmological 
in  the  Law  of  Harmony  followed  by  the  Sensitive  Soul, 

1547.  But  how  happens  it  that,  in  the  felt,  plurality  is 
reduced  to  unity  ?  Whence  comes  this  unity  ?  What  part 
in  its  formation  is  played  by  the  principle,  and  what  by  the 
term  ? 

The  term  of  corporeal  feeling  is  one  continuous  ex- 
tended, not  any  more  ;  because  if  the  continuous  extended 
were  divided  into  several  continica^  the  sentient  principles 
would  be  correspondingly  multiplied.  Here,  then,  we  have 
at  least  a  unity  of  continuity. 

1548.  But  since  the  continuous  has  limits  constituting  a 
kind  of  plurality,  the  question  arises :  Whence  come  the 
limits  that  determine  the  size  and  the  figure  of  this  single 
continuous  ?  *  The  reply  is,  that  these  limits  do  not  come 
from  the  sentient  principle,  which  in  itself  is  indifferent  to 
any  extension  and  figure  in  the  felt ;  consequently  they 
come  from  the  external  cosmical  force.  We  have  already 
said  elsewhere  that  there  is  an  extension  (whereof  size  and 

figure  are  conditions  or  limits),  as  also  a  sensiferous  force, 
which  is  extra-subjective,t  and  whose  principle  must  cer- 
tainly be  unextended  (corporeal  principle). 

1549.  Besides  the  multiplicity  of  size  and  form  which 
appear  in  the  limits  revealed  by  acquired  sensations, 
animality  exhibits  the  manifold  in  the  sensations  them- 
selves. Hence  arises  another  question :  How  is  it  that  one 
and  the  same  continuous  extended  can  admit  of  variety 
of  sensation  ? 

1550.  The  reason  of  it,  we  have  said,  is  that  the  iden- 
tical extended  fundamental  feeling  is  not  altogether  uniform 
in  quality,  but  has  diflferences  in  it  and,  so  to  speak,  varie- 
gations. That  such  must  be  the  case,  may  be  conjectured 
from  the  different  degree  of  excited  sensitivity  belonging 


*  Observe  that  these  limits  do  not  lie     means  of  acquired  superficial  sensations 
in  the  fundamental  felt,  that  is,  they  are     (See  Anthropoiogy,  no.  155,  &c.). 
not  felt  in  it,  but  are  £dt  afterwards  by         f  New  Essay^  vol.  ii,  nos.  882-885. 
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respectively  to  the  diflFerent  members  of  our  body  and  to  the 
different  sensorial  organs ;  although  I  do  not  think  that  this 
difference  can  be  distinctly  adverted  to,  owing  to  the  nature 
of  the  fundamental  feeling,  which  has  little  or  no  aptitude 
to  attract  and  hold  our  intellective  attention.*  Since  one 
part  is  more  sensitive  to  excitation  than  another,  or  is  sen- 
sitive in  a  different  way,  it  seems  that  there  must  be  differ- 
ences in  the  primitive  feeling,  in  this  sense,  that  the  several 
parts  are  felt  each  in  a  degree  and  a  manner  different  from 
those  of  the  others.  For  example,  I  believe  that  the  optic 
nerve  has  a  fundamental  feeling  different  from  that  belong- 
ing to  the  other  sensitive  parts  of  the  body,  and  that  this 
feeling  is  no  other  than  that  of  black.  Indeed,  to  define 
black  as  consisting  merely  in  the  absence  of  colours  is  to 
confound  the  cause  of  the  visual  sensations  with  the  sen- 
sations themselves.  It  is  an  undeniable  fact  that,  when  all 
external  stimuli  are  removed  from  the  retina,  there  remains 
the  black.  We  have  black  when  light  is  entirely  absent. 
But  the  stimulating  body  called  light  is  not  the  sensation 
v/hich  it  produces.  Moreover,  the  sensations  produced  by 
the  stimulus  of  light  are  partial  sensations  or  special  modi- 
fications of  a  previous  fundamental  feeling,  which  can  be 
nothing  but  the  feeling  of  black.  In  order  to  be  convinced 
of  this,  we  have  only  to  go  into  a  perfectly  dark  place  and 
there  observe  the  kind  of  feeling  which  we  experience  in 
our  eyes,  and  compare  this  with  what  takes  place  in  another 
part  of  the  body,  say  in  the  nape  of  the  neck.  If  we  closely 
attend,  we  shall  soon  perceive  that  in  the  eyes  there  is 
the  feeling  of  black ;  we  shall  feel  as  if  our  eyes  were 
covered  with  a  black  cloth,  whereas  there  will  be  no  such 
feeling  in  the  nape  of  the  neck.  Nor  can  this  be  attributed 
to  a  reminiscence  of  coloured  sensations  previously  expe- 
rienced, but  which  are  now  absent ;  because  if  we  pay  close 
attention  we  shall  see  that  the  feeling  in  question  is  in 
the  eyes  independently  of  all  remembrance  or  reflection 

*  Another  difficulty  in  testing  this  by  never  altogether  separated  from  exciUd 
experiment  arises  from  the  fact  that  the  feelings  since,  in  man  also,  eveiything 
extended  feeling  in  man  is,  perhaps,      is  constantly  in  motion. 
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on  our  part.  I  think  that  something  of  the  same  kind 
may  be  said  with  regard  to  the  acoustic  nerve,  and  that 
there  is  the  feeling  of  silence  (the  special  fundamental 
feeling  proper  to  that  nerve),  so  that  silence  (considered 
merely  as  feeling,  and  prescinding  from  its  external  occa- 
sion, which  is  certainly  negative)  is  not  altogether  a 
negative  thing,  but  has  in  it  something  positive  that  fur- 
nishes the  basis  to  all  acoustic  sensations. 

To  the  question  proposed,  therefore,  I  reply  that  the 
variety  existing  in  the  extended  feeling  must  be  due  to  the 
difference  of  texture  in  the  felt  continuous,  which  may  have 
in  it  greater  or  lesser  intervals,  may  be  composed  of  mole- 
cules of  different  forms,  or  of  molecules  some  of  which 
adhere  to  or  press  against  those  next  to  them  with  greater 
force  than  others,  or  again,  of  specific  molecules  more  or 
less  involved,  and  to  other  similar  conditions  of  the  tissues 
from  which  the  various  organs  result. 

1 55 1.  The  multiplicity  observable  in  the  feeling  of  ex- 
citation suggests  another  question,  viz..  Whence  comes 
the  variety  in  the  different  parts  of  this  feeling,  a 
variety  which  is  evident,  since  it  constitutes  the  variety  of 
the  figurate  sensations  differing  in  kind  and  intensity  ? 
Does  it  come  from  the  soul,  or  from  the  world  ? — ^We 
have  seen  that  these  diversities  of  excitation  in  the  felt 
correspond  to  the  movements  of  the  molecules  composing 
the  felt,  and  that  these  movements  are  determined  partly  by 
external  stimuli  and  partly  by  the  activity  of  the  sensitive 
principle  itself;  for  which  reason  the  cause  of  these  various 
movements  must  be  called  partly  cosmological  and  partly 
psychological — cosmological^  in  so  far  as  it  overcomes  the 
inertia  of  the  soul,  psychological^  in  so  far  as  it  obeys  the 
law  oi  spantafieity  inherent  in  the  soul  itself.* 

1552.  But  these  movements  are  not  the  sensation  itself; 
let  us  therefore  speak  of  the  latter.  We  must  distinguish, 
I®.  The  mode  of  the  sensation,  consisting  in  extension  and 
in  the  conditions  proper  to  the  extended,  which  consist  in 

^  On  the  soul's  two  laws,  of  inertia  and  spontaneity,  see  Anthropology ^  nos. 
439-483- 
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its  limits,  viz.,  the  size  and  ^'^  form;  2.°  The  extra-sub- 
jective or  cosmological  exciting  cause  of  the  sensation, 
which  cause  consists  in  the  sensiferous  force  and  in  the 
internal  movements  of  the  felt-extended;  and  3.°  The  pure 
sensation,  which  is  either  still  and  primitive,  or  else  excited. 

To  constitute  the  extended  mode  of  the  sensation  and  of 
the  various  feelings,  the  cosmological  action,  of  which,  as 
well  as  of  the  soul,  that  mode  is  the  term,  undoubtedly  con- 
tributes. 

The  extra-subjective  cause,  that  is,  the  corporeal  prin- 
ciple or  the  sensiferous  force,  is  also  cosmological  action. 

But  pure  sensation  belongs  to  the  sentient  principle 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  the  act  exclusively  proper  to  ity 
and,  therefore,  belongs  entirely  to  the  essential  virtue  of 
this  principle.  Consequently  it  is  altogether  subjective, 
altogether  psychological.* 

The  cosmological  action,  therefore,  is  a  cause  contri- 
buting to  posit  />/  esse  the  act  just  spoken  of,  and,  there- 
with, the  sentient  principle  itself,  the  soul,  and  to  determine 
that  act  in  respect  to  its  mode,  viz.,  extension;  but,  in  ulti- 
mate analysis,  the  act  of  feeling  is  an  act  of  the  sentient 
principle,  which  is  the  sole  subject  of  all  sensations. 

Pure  sensation,  then,  depends  on  the  external  world  as 
on  its  term  ;  still  it  is  not  the  act  of  the  external  world,  but 
of  the  soul. 

1553.  Now  pure  sensation,  which,  in  order  to  designate 
sensation  as  abstracted  from  extension,  I  shall  call  the 
feel  of  the  sensation^  changes  even  though  the  size 
and  shape  of  the  extended  remain  the  same,  as  we 
see  in  the  sensations  of  the  various  organs,  or  even  of 
the  same  organ.  Thus,  not  only  has  smell  a  different 
feel  from  colour,  but  even  in  smell  and  colour  themselves 
there  are  differences  of  species  and  degree.  Now  although 
the  feel  of  the  sensation  varies  in  species  and  degree  on 
account  of  differences  in  the  extended  term  and  in  the 
internal  movements  that  take  place  in  it,  nevertheless 
every  one  can  see  that  this  feel — a  positive  quality  of  the 

*  New  Essay,  vol.  ii,  nos.  878-895. 
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sensation,  be  it  remembered — is  neither  the  extension  nor 
the  movement,  but  is  always,  notwithstanding  its  varia- 
tions, the  act  of  the  sensitive  principle  alone.  This,  so  far 
as  regards  extension,  is  plain  from  the  fact  that  a  sensa- 
tion may  vary  in  feel  without  varying  in  extension.  For 
example,  the  same  extension  may  be  at  once  the  term  of 
the  visual  and  of  the  tactile  sensation ;  nevertheless,  these 
two  sensations  are  widely  diflFerent,  that  is,  have  a  widely 
different  feel.  And  as  to  motion,  we  have  already  shown 
that  the  feel  of  the  sensation  excited  by  the  movements  of 
the  sensorial  organ  has  no  resemblance  to  those  move- 
ments. They  are  many,  but  the  feel  of  the  sensation  is 
one;  they  are  instantaneous  (every  change  is  instanta- 
neous), but  the  feel  of  the  sensation  has  duration,  otherwise 
nothing  would  be  felt.  Therefore,  the  feel  of  the  sensation 
is  entirely  due  to  the  sensitive  soul,  even  as  the  act  is  due  to 
the  subject,  and,  consequently,  it  is  of  an  entirely  psycho- 
logical nature.  But  it  remains  to  be  seen  how  the  feel  can 
vary  with  the  difference  of  organs,  of  their  movements  and 
the  number  of  these  movements. 


ARTICLE  IV. 

Are  the  Varieties  in  the  Feel  of  Sensation  due  to  Cosmological,  or  to 

Psychological  Laws? 

1554.  To  find  out  and  describe  the  truth  on  this  point  is 
a  matter  of  peculiar  difficulty  owing  to  the  fact  that  our 
attention  and  our  rational  operation  interfere  with  our 
sensations  in  such  a  manner  as  to  divide,  in  their  way,  that 
also  which  in  sensation  itself  is  united.  Still  we  shall  not 
pass  by  any  difficulty  without  endeavouring  to  solve  it. 

The  rational  principle  converts  the  sensiferous  into  a 
being,  and  detaches  it  from  the  sense.  Without  the  action 
of  this  principle,  the  sensiferous  would  be  merely  an  agent 
felt  by  and  in  the  sentient,  would  be,  not  a  being,  but  only 
the  action  of  a  being.  But  since  the  rational  principle 
converts  into  beings  the  sensiferous  terms  of  sensitive  per- 

H  H  2 
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ceptions,  it  comes  to  pass  that  every  organ  of  sense  moves 
in  a  world  of  its  own.  Each  of  these  worlds  is  absolutely 
separate,  except  in  extension,  from  each  of  the  worlds 
belonging  to  the  other  organs,  and  not  only  separate,  but 
also  dissimilar,  so  far  as  the  specific  feel  of  sensation  is 
concerned.  And  if  the  rational  principle,  confronting  these 
different  worlds  with  each  other,  makes  one  out  of  them 
all,  it  does  so  by  way  of  analogy,  and  not  from  finding  any 
true  similarity  between  them ;  it  does  so,  not  because  they 
agree  in  the  quality  of  what  we  have  called  the  sensible 
feel,  but  because  they  agree  in  number,  in  space,  &c.,  that 
is,  in  things  not  belonging  to  pure  sensation.  In  the 
identity  of  these  conditions  which  do  not  enter  into  the 
constitution  of  sensation,  the  sensitive  principle,  by  reason 
of  its  simplicity,  unites  and  harmonises  them.  Thus,  when 
the  eye  directs  the  hand  to  touch  an  object,  the  visual  sen- 
sation (the  extended  as  felt  by  the  eye)  is  entirely  different 
from  the  tactile  sensation  (the  extended  as  touched  by 
the  hand) ;  but  the  visual  sensation  lends  the  same  service 
to  the  hand  that  a  very  accurate  chart  does  to  the  traveller, 
who  guides  his  steps  by  it.  It  is  not  easy  to  observe  this, 
because  between  the  chart  and  the  visual  sensation,  there 
is  this  most  notable  difference,  that  the  chart  is  perceived 
as  an  exceedingly  diminutive  space  in  comparison  with 
the  space  which  the  traveller  has  to  traverse ;  whereas  the 
visual  sensation  presents  the  object  with  dimensions  that 
seem  the  same  as  those  felt  by  the  hand  in  touching, 
although  they  are  not  so  in  fact,  since  the  sensation  of  the 
optic  universe  is,  in  reality,  not  more  extended  than  the 
retina  which  contains  it  (I  mean  the  retina  as  perceived  by 
the  touch).  But  the  difference  lies  in  this,  that,  when  I  see 
the  chart,  I  see  at  the  same  time  all  that  is  beyond  it,  all 
the  space  that  lies  outside  of  its  limits,  for  example,  the 
immense  space  of  the  plains,  of  the  mountains,  of  the 
heavens,  and  moreover,  beyond  that  space,  I  can  imagine 
another  in  comparison  with  which  the  chart  becomes 
almost  nothing ;  and  yet  on  this  most  diminutive  chart  I 
find  marked   and  distinguished  those  plains,  mountains, 
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seas  and  skies  which  I  see  with  my  eye ;  and  as  I  go  along 
I  see  the  same  things  twice,  once  on  a  small  scale  on  the 
chart,  and  once  on  a  large  scale  in  nature.  Now  this  little 
representative  and  that  great  representative  are  seen  by  the 
same  organ,  the  same  eye,  so  that  with  the  aid  of  the  single 
sense,  I  am  able  to  compare  diflFerent  parts  of  its  sensation. 
On  the  other  hand,  a  very  diflFerent  thing  happens  when  I, 
instead  of  comparing  the  size  of  the  various  parts  of  a  sen-^ 
sation  of  one  and  the  same  sense,  compare  the  sensation  of 
one  sense,  say  the  eye,  with  the  sensation  of  another  sense, 
say  the  touch.  Then  it  is  no  longer  diflFerent  parts  of  the 
same  world  that  are  compared,  but  two  diflFerent  worlds. 
The  world  that  is  seen  is  compared  with  the  world  that  is' 
touched,  because  in  the  total  sensation  of  the  eye,  which  I 
call  the  range  of  vision,  is  contained  the  whole  optic  uni- 
verse, that  is,  all  that  the  eye  can  see  at  one  glance,  and 
the  memory  and  imagination  with  many  glances.  In  this 
optical  universe  are  contained  the  hand  that  touches  and  the 
object  that  is  touched,  both  with  their  proportions,  so  that, 
if  the  object  touched  is  smaller  than  the  hand,  it  appears 
smaller  also  in  the  range  of  vision ;  if  larger,  it  appears 
larger.  Again,  the  hand  and  the  object  touched  main- 
tain their  right  proportion  to  all  the  surrounding  objects 
seen  in  the  range  of  vision.  Hence  the  eye  enables  the 
rational  principle  to  discern  all  these  proportions  and,  con- 
sequently, to  say  to  itself  how  much  larger  the  column,  for 
instance,  touched  by  the  hand  is  than  the  hand  itself,  how 
much  larger  the  temple  is  than  the  column,  the  mountain 
that  forms  the  background  than  the  temple,  and  so  on. 
Hence  if  a  body  is  found  equal  to  touching  the  whole  of  the 
hand,  the  rational  principle,  guided  by  the  eye,  is  able  to 
say :  "  This  body  is  as  extensive  as  the  sensation  of  the 
whole  hand."  The  reason  is,  that  all  these  proportions  are 
marked  in  the  colours  felt  on  the  retina,  as  on  a  chart. 
But  besides  all  this,  besides  the  range  of  vision,  which  thus 
forms  a  chart,  the  eye  sees  nothing.  It  sees  only  the 
chart :  this  is  its  universe,  and  therefore  it  cannot  compare 
this  chart  with  anything  greater,  nor  find  anything  greater 
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than  it,  because  it  sees  nodiing  else.  How  large,  then,  is 
the  range  of  vision  :  I  ansver :  As  lar^e  as  the  universe^ 
that  is,  the  \'isual  universe^  because,  as  regards  said  ranges 
there  are  no  other  iinr\"erses, 

When,  therefore,  the  soul  directs  the  hand  and  the  foot  in 
the  wav  marked  bv  the  eve,  then  the  hand  and  the  extended 
that  it  iKTshes  to  seize,  and  the  foot,  and  the  way  that  it 
wishes  to  travel,  as  well  as  the  surrounding  spaces,  are  all 
outlined  in  the  visual  universe,  in  the  optic  range,  and 
these  outlines  are  the  principle  of  the  regulated  movements 
which  the  hand  and  the  feet  make  at  the  command  of  the 
soul.  Thus  those  signs  that  occupy  but  a  very  small  part 
of  the  retina,  but  correspond  most  distinctly  to  the  propor- 
tions of  the  hand,  foot,  &c^  contain  the  principle  of  the 
movements  of  the  hand  and  the  foot  in  such  a  wav  that  the 
soul  has  only  to  i^-ill  in  order,  by  means  of  those  signs^  to 
bring  the  hand  really  in  contact  ivith  the  object  it  desires 
to  seize,  or  direct  its  steps  in  the  way  it  desires  to  go. 

It  must  be  carefully  obser\'ed,  that  neither  the  road,  nor 
the  object,  nor  the  hand,  nor  the  foot  is  in  the  eye,  but  that 
the  hand  or  the  foot  which  has  to  be  moved  communicates, 
by  means  of  the  sensor  and  motor  nerves,  with  the  brain, 
and  that  the  optic  sensory  in  which  the  hand  and  the  foot 
are  represented  terminates  there  likewise.     It  must  also  be 
obser\'ed  that  the  animal   principle  unifies   in   itself  the 
passive  feeling  which  is  experienced  by  the  optic  sensory 
in  seeing  the  hand  and  foot,  with  the  active  feeling  of  the 
motor  ner\'es ;  and  likewise  it  must  be  obser\'ed,  that  the 
movements  of  the  hand  and  the  foot  begin  with   vexy 
minute  movements  of  the  brain,  at  command  of  the  soul, 
and  that  these  minute  movements  are  propagated,  in  \nrtue 
of  the  law  of  spontaneity-,  to  the  ner\-es  and  muscles.     If, 
therefore,  we  choose  to    say  that  the  \'isual    sensation 
occupies  a  very  small  space  in  the  brain,  we  may  equally 
say  that  the  soul,  directed  or  even  excited  by  that  sensation, 
has  only  to  excite  a  very  minute  movement  in  the  brain  in 
order  to  impart  motion  to  the  hand  or  the  foot,  which  are 
intimately  connected  with  it.    Now  it  is  not  difficult  to 
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conceive  how  a  sensation,  occupying  in  the  optic  sensory  a 
minute  space  as  a  passive  feeling,  should  give  rise  to  the 
corresponding  active  feeling  in  another  minute  space  (at 
the  roots  of  the  motor  nerves),  or  that  the  movements 
initiated  in  this  little  space  should,  in  accordance  with  the 
law  that  "  The  animal  tends  to  preserve  and  increase  those 
movements  that  are  agreeable  to  it,"  go  on  increasing 
until  they  move  the  hand  and  the  foot  in  the  direction 
determined  by  the  visual  sensation.  This  only  shows  the 
wonderful  harmony  which  the  Creator  has  placed  in  the 
composition  of  the  animal. 

1555.  But  it  will  be  asked :  "  How  do  we  become  aware 
that  the  visual  universe,  being  limited  to  the  extension  of 
the  retina,  is  most  minute  in  comparison  with  the  real 
universe  ? " — I  answer :  This  cannot  take  place  through  a 
comparison  of  the  sizes  given  by  the  touch  with  those  given 
by  the  sight,  because  those  given  by  the  touch  always 
agree  with  those  given  by  the  sight,  and  vice  versa,  so  that 
the  two  kinds  are  found  to  be  mutually  commensurate.  In 
this  comparison  we  may  indeed  discover  to  what  measure 
given  by  the  touch  corresponds  the  measure  given  by  the 
sight,  or  vice  versa  ;  but  we  could  never  succeed  in  dis- 
covering whether  the  one  sensation  is  absolutely  more  ex- 
tended than  the  other.  For  example,  my  eye  shows  me  a 
statue  at  the  same  moment  that  the  hand  touches  it. 
From  the  simultaneousness  of  these  two  sensations  I  can 
only  infer  that  the  object  seen  with  the  eye  is  large  enough 
to  produce  a  sensation  of  such  a  size  as  is  felt  in  the  hand, 
or  vue  versa.  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the  sensations  of  the 
hand  and  of  the  eye  measure  one  the  other,  they  can  never 
give  discordant  measures.  They  must  always  give  measures 
mutually  commensurate,  and  these  are  proportionate,  not 
absolute,  measures.  How  then  (to  repeat  the  question)  do 
we  come  to  find  out  that  the  visual  sensation  of  a  given 
extended  occupies  less  space  than  the  tactile  sensation  of 
the  same  extended  ?  The  question  here  is  to  discover  the 
ratio  between  the  space  occupied  by  the  sensation  of  one 
sensory  and  that  occupied  by  the  corresponding  sensation 
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of  another.  Now  this  ratio  does  not  exist  between  the  two 
sensoriesy  because  neither  furnishes  a  common  measure 
available  for  measuring  those  two  specifically  diffisrent 
sensions;  since  the  optic  sensory  does  not  include  anything* 
belonging  to  the  tactile,  nor  the  tactile  anything  belonging 
to  the  optic.  Each  sensory  is  limited  to  its  own  world, 
and  when  either  the  animal  or  the  rational  principle  com- 
pares them,  it  finds  only  equality,  because  the  comparison 
is  purely  one  of  analogy,  a  comparison  not  of  size  with 
size,  but  of  proportion  with  proportion.  We  must  there- 
fore conclude  that  the  measure  of  the  size  of  the  optic  sen- 
sation is  the  optic  sensation  itself,  and  the  measure  of  that 
of  the  tactile  sensation,  the  tactile  sensation  itself.  I  wiU 
explain  how. 

The  retina  is  related  to  us  in  two  ways,  i.°  As  a  sen- 
sory, and  2.°  As  a  felt-extended  term.  The  retina,  while 
acting  as  a  sensory,  is  the  range  of  vision  itself,  is  the  visual 
universe :  outside  of  this  visual  universe,  that  is,  outside  of 
the  retina,  there  is  no  visual  feeling.  The  soul,  therefore, 
seeing  through  this  organ,  cannot  compare  the  range 
furnished  by  it  with  an)rthing  else,  because  it  sees  nothing 
else ;  and  although  it  feels  nothing  but  the  organ,  still  it 
is  not  said  to  see  the  organ,  because  the  word  see  refers 
to  the  terms  of  vision  detached  and  distinguished  fix>m  the 
or^an,  the  fact  being  that  the  attention  fixes  itself  upon 
them  and  does  not  stop  at  the  immediate  felt,  that  is,  at  the 
retina  on  which  they  are  marked  and  represented.  Thus 
the  retina  is  felt  subjectively  and  the  attention  does  not  rest 
upon  it  as  felt,  but  goes  straight  to  the  various  colours  with 
which  it  is  variegated,  and  which,  by  virtue  of  the  rational 
principle,  man  takes  for  so  many  external  objects  or 
beings.  So  long,  therefore,  as  the  soul  feels  the  retina  in 
this  subjective  way,  as  a  sensory  in  action,  it  cannot  com- 
pare the  space  of  the  retina  with  any  other  space,  because 
the  whole  of  the  space  given  to  the  soul  to  contemplate, 
the  whole  space  of  the  visual  universe,  is  the  retina  itself. 
All  that  then  exists  for  the  soul  is  the  retina.  There  does 
not  exist  the  head  of  the  spectator  which  contains  the  eye 
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with  its  retina,  nor  the  body  itself  to  which  the  head 
belongs,  because  if  these  things  then  exist  for  it,  they  exist 
in  the  retina  and  not  outside  of  it. 

Let  us  now  consider  the  retina  in  its  other  relation  to 
us,  that  is,  not  as  a  sensory,  but  as  a  felt  external  term. 
The  opposition  between  these  two  relations  which  the 
retina  has  to  us  is  seen  when  we  undertake  to  look  at  the 
retina  of  the  eye  of  another  person.  Then  our  eye  acts 
for  us  as  a  sensory;  our  souls  feel  its  retina  internally,  sub- 
jectively, whereas  the  retina  of  the  other  person's  eye  does 
not  in  respect  to  us  who  look  at  it,  act  as  a  sensory,  but  as 
an  external  term,  felt,  seen  by  us.  The  retina  of  the  other 
person's  eye,  in  this  relation  to  us,  not  representing  but  re- 
presented, represented  that  is  to  say  on  our  retina,  occu- 
pies a  very  minute  space  in  it,  and  becomes  an  exceedingly 
small  part  of  our  range  of  vision,  of  our  visual  universe, 
becomes  an  extension  very  much  smaller  than  the  eye 
which  we  are  looking  at,  smaller  still  than  the  head  and  the 
body  to  which  it  belongs,  and  yet  very  much  smaller  than 
the  internal  visual  universe  felt  in  our  retina.  Our  retina, 
therefore,  as  then  felt  subjectively,  is  as  large  as  the  whole 
space  of  the  visual  universe,  whereas  the  other  person's 
retina  as  felt  by  us  extra-subjectively  is  only  a  most 
minute  part  of  that  universe.  But  the  same  thing  happens 
to  the  person  at  whose  retina  we  look.  His  retina,  as  a 
sensory  in  act,  is  the  whole  visual  space,  and  our  retina  is 
a  minute  speck  in  that  space.  Each  of  us  may  also  look 
at  his  own  retina  in  a  mirror,  and  then  the  same  retina 
acquires  with  respect  to  the  spectator  the  two  relations  of 
which  we  are  speaking:  as  subjectively  felt,  it  is  the  visual 
universe,  as  seen,  />.,  felt  extra-subjectively,  it  is  a  most 
minute  space  in  the  same  universe.  We  know,  moreover, 
that  our  retina  felt  subjectively,  as  a  sensory  in  act,  and  the 
same  retina  seen,  that  is,  felt  extra-subjectively,  as  an 
external  term,  are  identical ;  because  we  observe  that  when 
we  cover  the  retina  seen  by  us  as  an  external  object,  vision 
ceases,  that  is,  the  retina  ceases  to  be  a  sensory  in  act. 

Now,  if  we  wish  to  measure  the  size  of  objects  by  means 
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of  the  touch,  we  find  among  these  objects  the  retina ;  and 
then  the  comparison  of  the  sensations  of  the  touch  itself 
tells  us  that  the  retina  occupies  a  very  small  space  in  the 
tactile  universe.  We  find,  moreover,  that  the  retina 
touched  is  the  same  as  the  one  that  acts  as  a  sensory,  by 
observing  that  when  we  put  our  hand  over  it,  it  ceases  to 
see. 

1556.  Now  these  facts  confirm  what  we  said  above, 
namely,  that  continuous  space  is  in  the  sentient  principle, 
and  man  measures  the  size  of  external  objects  simply  by 
applying  to  them  the  space  which  he  has  in  himself,  that 
is,  in  which  his  own  feeling  terminates.  Hence  bodies 
receive  diflFerent  measures  according  to  the  different  modes 
in  which  they  are  commensurated  with  the  subjective  and 
fiindamental  space. 

1557.  But  since  bodies,  in  so  far  as  seen,  do  not,  pro- 
perly speaking,  touch  the  eye,  but  are  merely  sketched  on 
it  by  the  vibrations  of  light,  the  perception  by  the  eye  is  a 
perception  of  signs  corresponding  to  the  bodies,  and  not 
of  the  bodies  themselves.  Yet  the  size  of  these  signs, 
although  so  small,  seems  equal  to  the  size  of  the  bodies  per- 
ceived by  the  touch,  because,  as  we  said,  these  two  modes 
of  feeling  have  no  common  measure  applicable  to  their 
respective  sizes.  What  they  have  in  co7nnion  is  simply  the 
proportion  of  the  parts,  which  is  the  same  in  the  two  modes, 
and  which  the  rational  principle  alone  compares. 

1558.  It  remains,  however,  to  inquire  how  it  is  that 
the  space  occupied  by  the  optical  sensations  appears  thus 
separate  from  the  total  space  of  the  fiindamental  feeling. 
Indeed,  if  it  did  not  appear  as  separate,  there  would  be  a 
common  measure,  and  the  space  of  the  retina  occupied  by 
the  felt  would  not  give  a  separate  world,  but  would  be 
merely  a  speck  in  the  total  space  of  the  fundamental  feel- 
ing. 

Now  this  is  due  to  several  causes : 

i.°  The  space  wherein  the  fiindamental  feeling  termi- 
nates is  not  measured  in  the  feelii:ig  itself,  but  it  is  measured 
only  afterwards  by  the  figurate^  and  superficial  external 
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sensations  belonging  to  special  organs.  Its  confines  do 
not  form  part  of  the  fundamental  feeling,  and  its  con- 
tinuity has  no  trace  of  lines  or  figures  of  any  kind.  The 
confines  are  the  superficial  sensations  themselves;  which 
belong  to  the  feeling  excited  in  those  organs.  Hence  it 
comes  that,  if  there  is  a  superficial  sensation  fixing  a  con- 
fine limited  to  the  superficial  feeling,  the  extension  of  this 
sensation  is  alone  what  is  felt.  It  cannot  be  compared 
with  the  total  extension  of  the  fimdamental  feeling,  because 
this  total  extension  does  not  exist  in  that  mode,  does  not 
exist  for  us  as  using  those  organs,  which  alone  give  con- 
fines and  therefore  determinate  measures.  Thus  when  we 
feel  the  diminutive  space  of  the  retina  in  which  light  has 
excited  feeling,  this  space  is  felt  as  altogether  isolated 
fi-om  the  remaining  superficial  space  of  our  bodies,  because 
the  excitation  is  in  this  space  alone,  and  not  in  the  rest. 

1559.  2.°  Moreover,  even  if  it  should  happen  that  while 
the  retina  was  being  excited  by  colours,  the  surrounding 
parts  were  excited  by  their  proper  stimuli  so  that  they 
also  gave  a  superficial  sensation,  it  would  not  follow 
that  we  should  feel  these  sensations  arranged  on  a  single 
surface,  because  there  is  an  interval  separating  the  optic 
nerve  fi-om  the  surrounding  ones,  which,  when  excited, 
cause  sensations  in  us.  Hence  the  superficial  sensation 
would  show  blanks  separating  it  into  several  sensations 
each  of  which  would  measure  itself,  but  not  any  of  the 
others,  because  none  of  them  would  be  a  part  of  a  larger 
superficial  sensation ;  which,  nevertheless,  is  a  condition 
necessary  for  their  being  measured,  since,  in  the  case  in 
point,  parts  can  be  measured  only  by  their  relation  to  the 
whole. 

1560.  3.°  Besides,  owing  to  the  fact  that  the  sensation 
of  colour  has  a  feel  very  far  exceeding  in  vividness  and 
distinctness  that  of  any  other  external  sensations,  the  retina 
struck  by  the  light  would  still  attract  to  itself  the  attention 
and  give  a  surface  different  firom  that  adjoining  it. 

1 56 1.  4.°  Finally,  on  account  chiefly  of  the  interference 
of  the  rational  principle,  man  does  not  stop  with  his  atten- 
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tion  at  the  subjective  sensation  of  the  retina,  or  even  at 
the  extra-subjective  sensation,  but  goes  straight  to  the 
external  objects  represented  within  the  visual  range,  and 
thinks  he  perceives  them  directly.  In  this  way  it  becomes 
impossible  to  compare  the  superficial  sensation  of  the  retina 
with  the  total  surface  of  the  human  body,  because  the 
attention  is  not  directed  to  the  former,  but  only  to  the 
objects  expressed  by  the  signs  which  it  presents. 

1562.  The  second  and  third  of  the  reasons  assigned  by 
us  deserve  some  further  attention.  It  must  be  remembered, 
that  the  diflFerent  organisations  of  the  various  sensitive 
parts  of  the  human  body  cause  the  excitations  of  which 
they  are  susceptible  to  be  very  diflferent,  the  result  being 
sensations  of  a  feel  as  diflFerent  as  are  the  species  of  sen- 
sations belonging  respectively  to  each  of  the  five  sensories. 
These  sensations  have  no  resemblance  of  feel  to  each 
other,  for  no  one  can  find  any  similarity  between  colour, 
smell,  taste,  &c.  Hence  these  sensories  are  called  each  by 
a  different  name.  But  nature  has  willed,  moreover,  that 
they  should  be  separated  in  such  a  way  that  the  sensations 
of  any  one  of  them  should  not  be  continuous  with  those  of 
another.  The  sensations  of  one  occupy  a  space  discon- 
tinuous from  that  occupied  by  the  sensations  of  the  others ; 
hence  there  is  no  single  space  embracing  at  once  all  these 
sensations,  and  in  which  therefore  it  might  be  seen  how 
much  space  each  of  them  occupies.  Thus  the  extremity  of 
Jhe  acoustic  nerve  which  receives  the  impressions  of  the 
vibrating  air  is  in  a  place  altogether  diflFerent  from  that 
occupied  by  the  extremity  of  the  optic  nerve  which 
receives  the  impressions  of  the  light,  and  the  same  is  true 
of  the  other  special  sensories.  Neither  can  it  be  said 
that  these  nerves  or  sensories  are  continuous  with  parts 
belonging  to  the  touch,  because  each  is  protected  and 
clothed  with  insensitive  parts;  and  even  if  these  parts 
were  sensitive,  they  would  either  not  be  all  excited  at  one 
time,  or,  if  they  were,  the  excitation  would  produce  a  sen- 
sation so  weak  as  not  to  be  observed  beside  the  very  vivid 
sensation    of  the    adjoining  sensory.     Hence    the  space 
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occupied  by  the  sensation  of  this  sensory  would,  again,  be 
isolated,  and  would  not  belong  as  a  part  to  the  whole 
superficial  space  of  the  human  body. 

1563.  Not  only  is  there  discontinuity  between  the  various 
sensories,  but  also  in  the  small  spaces  excited  in  the  same 
sensory.  When  I  consider  how  the  ear  distinctly  hears 
diflferent  sounds  coming  from  different  points,  for  example, 
the  sounds  of  the  different  instruments  in  an  orchestra^ 
I  cannot  but  believe  that  not  all  the  soniferous  vibrations 
strike  and  excite  the  same  part  of  the  acoustic  nerve.  And 
perhaps  it  would  be  a  useful  thing  in  this  connection  to  study 
the  diflferent  pieces  of  the  mechanism  which  compose  the 
ear,  and  whose  uses  are  not  yet  fiilly  known,  in  order  to  see 
whether  one  of  their  ends  is  not  to  keep  sound  asunder 
and  make  diflferent  soniferous  vibrations  strike  the  nerve 
in  diflferent  parts.*  Physiologists  explain  very  clearly  how 
the  sound-producing  waves  are  prevented  from  being  con- 
fused together,  in  virtue  of  what  they  call  "the  principle  of 
the  superposition  of  small  movements ; "  but  this  is  not 
sufficient  to  explain  the  phenomenon  of  distinct  sensations, 
which  take  place,  not  in  the  aerial  waves,  but  in  the 
sensory.  But  if  we  suppose  that  the  soniferous  waves, 
narrowing  and  pointing  themselves  in  something  like  the 
way  that  the  light  does  when  refracted  or  refllected  in  a 
lens,  severally  excite  diflferent  points  of  the  acoustic  mem- 
brane; it  is  then  clear  that  not  the  whole  of  the  membrane 
is  excited,  but  only  those  points  that  are  struck,  and  this 
because  the  wave  does  not  start  from  every  point  of  the 
soniferous  body,  but  this  body,  in  vibrating,  produces  only 
one  wave,  some  of  whose  vibrations  reach  the  ear  so  as  to 


*  To  explain  how  several  sounds  can 
be  perceived  simultaneously  without 
being  confounded,  some  physiologists 
have  had  recourse  to  the  supposition 
that  the  different  parts  of  the  acoustic 
nerve  are  attuned  to  different  notes,  in 
consequence  of  which,  by  the  knownlaw, 
only  that  part  vibrates  which  responds 
to  Its  own  particular  note.  But  this 
does  not  seem  to  me  to  explain  the 
phenomenon  in  question,  because, 


i.^  Not  only  simultaneous  sounds  of 
different  tone  are  distinguished  by  the 
ear,  but  also  sounds  of  the  same  tone ; 

2.°  Not  only  tones  are  distinguished, 
but  also  their  different  intensity,  their 
different  timbre,  the  direction  from 
which  they  come,  &c.,  none  of  which 
things  is  explained  by  the  law  of  at- 
tunement. 
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converge  to  a  single  point  in  it.  In  this  respect  sound 
would  differ  from  light,  whose  rays  are  sent  out  from  each 
point  of  the  luminous  body  as  from  a  diflferent  centre. 
Hence  the  whole  of  the  retina  is  excited  by  the  light,  and 
its  excitation  differs  according  to  the  different  points  of 
the  body  that  reflect  light  to  it.  The  result  of  this  is,  that 
visual  sensations  are  admirably  fitted  to  represent  in  them- 
selves the  various  bodies,  these  being  drawn  on  the  retina 
in  most  accurate  proportions  either  in  a  plane  or  in  per- 
spective. The  case  is  entirely  different  with  the  ear,  which 
receives  isolated  sounds,  because  not  the  whole  of  the 
acoustic  membrane  is  excited,  but  only  those  points  that 
are  struck  by  the  soniferous  vibration,  the  other  little 
spaces  remaining  unexcited  and  therefore  without  any  sen- 
sation of  sound.* 

1564.  Our  explanation  of  the  diversities  in  the  respec- 
tive feel  of  the  various  excited  sensations  would  not  be 
complete  if  we  did  not  add  something  concerning  the  rela- 
tion existing  between  that  feel  and  the  extra-subjective 
and  vibrating  movements  of  the  molecules  that  go  to  make 
up  the  nervous  fibres. 

In  the  first  place,  it  must  be  remembered  that  the 
efficient  cause  of  our  sensations  are  not  the  movements  of 
the  molecules  of  the  nerves,  but  the  activity  of  the  sentient 
principle,  those  movements  being  merely  the  exciting  cause. 
Hence  the  same  movements  that  are  accompanied  with  sen- 
sation in  an  animate  body,  are  without  sensation  in  an  inani- 
mate one,  for  the  simple  reason  that,  although  the  exciting 
cause  is  present,  the  cause  to  be  excited  and  actuated  is  not. 


*  So  also  taste  and  smell  cannot  re- 
present the  forms  of  the  external  bodies, 
because  smells  and  tastes  are  not  emitted 
from  all  parts  of  the  odoriferous  or 
soporific  bodies  according  to  any  regular 
law,  or  in  exact  proportion  to  their  sizes 
and  shapes.  It  is  not,  however,  absurd 
to  imagine  an  animal,  to  which,  by  the 
disposition  of  the  Creator,  a  sensation 
of  a  feel  equal  to  that  of  sound,  or 
smell  or  taste  might  serve  for  distin- 
guishing bodies  with  the  same  accuracy 
and  precision  as  man  and  the  animals 


known  to  us  do  by  means  of  the  si|:ht. 
Such  an  animal,  which  would  certainly 
have  to  belong  to  a  world  and  an  order 
of  things  different  from  ours,  would  be 
so  unlike  any  of  the  animals  with  which 
we  are  acquainted,  that  even  the 
imagination  can  hardly  figure  it;  be- 
cause, to  this  animal,  sound,  smell  and 
taste  would  outline  bodies  with  the 
same  regularity  and  precision  as  sight, 
and  the  result  would  be  like  to  our 
seeing  them  now  in  a  perfectly  distinct 
way  with  the  nose  or  the  ear ! 
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In  the  second  place,  excited  feelings  as  well  as  still  feel- 
ings has  always  an  extended  as  its  term,  and  the  movements 
which  are  excited  in  the  felt  term  do  not  break  the  con- 
tinuity of  the  extension,  but  merely  cause  a  displacement  of 
molecules,  which,  without  ceasing  to  be  continuous,  move 
about  rubbing  their  surfaces  against  each  other  with  more 
or  less  pressure. 

This  being  granted,  it  is  evident, 

I .°  That  the  motion  excited  in  the  displacement  of  the 
molecules  cannot  have  the  effect  of  changing  the  con- 
tinuous extended,  since  this  does  not  change  (unless  perhaps 
within  its  own  limits,  which  are  insensible) ;  but  it  must 
change  the  mode  of  feeling,  that  is,  it  must  render  the  mode 
in  which  the  continuous  extended  is  felt  by  the  soul  more 
vivid  and  different  from  what  it  was ;  and  this  difference 
causes  the  sensation  to  be  of  a  different  feel.  In  fact,  the 
feeling,  as  we  have  said  before,  has  not,  as  its  immediate 
term,  motion  itself,  but  the  extended  internally  moved. 
Hence  the  movement  of  the  molecules  cannot  be  felt  in 
each  special  sensation,  but  the  extended  itself  must  be  felt, 
since  the  excitant  movement  does  not  enter  into  the  sentient 
principle,  which,  on  the  contrary,  is  constantly  the  cause  of 
the  unity  of  the  felt,  that  is,  of  its  continuity.  To  say  the 
same  thing  in  another  way  :  The  law  of  (animal)  sensitive 
activity  is  such  that  it  produces  a  continuous  feeling.  Now 
in  the  continuous  there  is  no  sensible  movement,  because 
in  order  that  the  movement  should  be  felt,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  divide  the  continuous,  that  is,  to  know  the 
confines  of  the  parts  that  move,  and  so  to  distinguish  these 
parts;  whereas,  in  the  continuous  the  distinction  of  the 
parts  and  their  confines  is  abolished. 

1565.  2.°  Hence  it  is  that  many  movements  near  to 
each  other  in  time  in  the  same  organ  do  not  produce  many 
sensations,  but  one  sensation  only.  The  most  they  can  do 
is  to  make  the  feel  of  the  sensation  change  according  to 
the  number  of  vibrations  communicated  to  the  organ  while 
the  sensation  is  being  formed,  as  we  see  in  the  case  of 
musical  tones,  which  are  so  many  sensations  of  a  specifi- 
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cally  diflferent  feel,  varying  according  to  the  number  of 
the  vibrations  of  the  sound-producing  body,  which  number 
of  vibrations  must  be  matched  by  a  similar  number  of 
shocks  or  vibrations  in  the  elastic  molecules  of  the  sensory 
organ  struck  by  them.* 

1566.  But  supposing  that  24  vibrations  of  a  sonorous 
body  produce  the  note  doy  the  reason  why  it  requires  27  to 
produce  the  note  re  must  be  looked  for  in  the  special  nature 
of  the  constitution  of  the  acoustic  sensory,  and  still  more 
in  the  nature  of  the  sensitive  principle,  which  is  the  pro- 
ducer of  that  sensation.  Therefore  this  reason  must  always 
be  partly  psychological  and  partly  cosmological. 

The  same  must  be  said  of  the  reason  why  between  the 
first  three  tones  (always  supposing  do  to  be  produced  by 
24  vibrations)  there  is  a  difference  of  three  vibrations ; 
whereas  between  mi  and  fa  there  is  a  difference  of  only 
two,  and  in  this  case  the  ear  itself  discerns  that  there  is 
between  these  three  tones  a  less  interval  than  between  the 
others.  The  same  also  applies  to  the^  reason  why  between 
the  last  three  tones  there  is  a  difference  of  four  vibrations, 
and  yet  the  ear  does  not  discern,  between  sol  and  la  and 
between  la  and  sty  except  a  tonic  interval  equal  to  that 
which  it  discerns  between  do  and  re  and  between  re 
and  mt,\ 

1567.  Summing  up,  then,  what  there  is  of  a  psycho- 
logical nature  in  animal  feelings,  in  other  words,  in  those 


*  The  ratio  between  the  numbers  of 
the  vibrations  of  the  seven  musical 
tones,  beginning  with  do,  is  as  follows : 

J»  t»  4.  ^»  f»  l»  ¥»  or  in  whole  num- 
bers, 2ij,  27,  30,  32,  36,  40,  45. 

t  It  IS  usually  said  that  a  perfect  and 
well-trained  ear  can  distinguish  as  man^ 
as  43  tones  in  an  octave,  and  that,  if 
these  were  equally  distributed  among 
the  48  vibrations  which  we  suppose  to 
be  in  the  octave  of  do,  they  would  be 
distant  from  each  other  i^  of  a  vibra- 
tion, which  shows  that  the  difference 
of  a  single  vibration  could  not  be  dis- 
tinguished. Nevertheless,  if  we  give 
do  24  vibrations,  as  we  have  done,  and 
increase  these  by  one,  we  have  do  diesis, 
which  is  veiy  easily  distinguished ;  and 


this  is  a  new  proof  that  the  reason  why 
in  the  last  notes  of  the  gamut  the  differ- 
ence in  the  resp>ective  number  of  their 
vibrations  cannot  be  perceived  unless 
this  difference  be  greater  than  i^,  is 
that  in  the  whole  octave  there  are  only 
43  distinct  tones,  and  at  the  beginning 
of  the  scale  the  difference  of  a  single 
vibration  is  perceptible,  so  that  me 
three  last  diesis  have  a  difference  in 
vibration  of  i^,  i|,  ij  resj>ectively. 
And  even  if  we  calculate  by  giving  do 
a  different  number  of  vibrations,  the 
result  is  the  same,  viz.,  that  the  differ- 
ence between  the  distance  of  the  first 
three  tones  and  that  between  the  dis- 
tance of  the  last  three,  if  taken  by  itself 
alone,  is  imperceptible. 


ABOUT  VARIETIES  IN  SENSATION.  513 

elements  which  the  soul  supplies  by  its  own  activity  to  the 
harmony  found  in  feeling,  we  say  that  these  elements  are, 
1.°  The  unity  of  space,  2.°  The  unity  of  succession,  3.° 
The  unity  of  multiplicity,  and,  hence,  the  form  of  the 
harmony  found  in  animality ;  and  4.®  The  feel  of  sen- 
sation. 


TOL.  U.  IX 
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CHAPTER  XXIX. 

CONTINUATION   ON  THE  COSMOLOGICAL  LAW  OF  HARMONY. 
HOW  HARMONY  COMES  TO  BE  FORMED  IN  ANIMALITY. 

1568.  But  we  must  enter  more  deeply  into  the  inquiry 
as  to  how  harmony  springs  up  in  animality,  because  al- 
though we  have  already  .indicated  the  elements  of  it,  and 
the  origin,  psychological  or  cosmological,  of  each  of  them, 
still  we  have  not  explained  how  it  arises  and  is  formed. 

Time  and  space  are,  so  to  speak,  the  seat  of  the  multi- 
plicity that  occurs  in  the  animal  feeling,  and  to  this  multi- 
plicity the  soul  gives  unity.  But  there  would  be  no  har- 
mony if  there  were  not  delight,  and  this  delight  must  be 
sought  for  in  the  feel  of  the  sensation.  This,  however,  is 
not  sufficient  to  complete  the  concept  of  sensible  harmony, 
because  each  particular  sensation  has  its  own  proper  ^^/, 
but  harmony  results  only  from  several  sensations  com- 
bined. It  is  from  the  soul  that  the  agreeable  unity  of 
these  various  sensations  comes.  In  order,  therefore,  that 
there  may  be  harmony,  it  is  not  enough  that  the  soul  give 
its  own  harmony  to  space,  viz.,  continuity,  and  to  time, 
viz.,  duration ;  it  must  also  give  unity  to  the  multiplicity 
of  the  sensations  (whether  they  be  of  the  same  or  of  a  dif- 
ferent yj?^/),*  that  arise  within  the  still  fundamental  feeling. 
And  even  this  is  not  all :  in  order  to  give  rise  to  harmony, 
the  soul  must  impart  to  several  diflferent  sensations,  not  in- 
deed any  sort  of  unity  (for  it  always  necessarily  gives  some 
unity  to  the  sensations  of  which  it  is  the  identical  subject), 

*  Sensations  of  the  same  feel  are  dis-  the  difference  of  time,  if  they  are  sup- 

tinguished  only,    i.°  By  the  difference  cessivc;   3.°  By  the  difference  of  in- 

of  the  space  which  forms  their  term  in  tensity  or  gradation, 
the  still  fundamental  feeling;   2.^  By 
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but  a  pleasurable  unity ;  and  this  is  the  unity  that  we  have 
to  explain,  distinguishing  it  from  that  unity  which,  owing 
to  the  identity  of  the  sentient  subject,  never  fails. 

1569.  Now  in  order  to  see  clearly  what  this  pleasurable 
unity  is,  and  whence  it  results,  we  must  ascend  to  those 
universal  laws  (ontological  and  cosmological)  which  govern 
the  actions  and  passions  suitable  to  every  substance,  laws 
which  apply  equally  to  the  sensitive  and  to  the  rational 
principle.  We  shall  detail  these  laws  in  the  following 
articles. 

ARTICLE  I. 
On  the  Proper  Action  of  Beings. — First  Law. 

1570.  The  first  law  may  be  thus  enunciated:  "Every 
being  loves  that  act  which  it  has  once  begun,  and  feels 
pain  if  it  finds  itself  prevented  from  completing  such  act ; 
whilst,  on  the  other  hand,  it  feels  pleasure  if  it  can  reach 
that  completion  to  the  fiUlest  extent  attainable  by  its  free 
movement." 

157 1.  We  say:  "Every  being  loves  that  act  which  it 
has  once  begun,"  because  if  it  has  not  already  started  on 
an  act,  it  would  receive  no  pain  from  not  performing  it.  It 
would  simply  not  have  the  pleasure  which  every  act  of  a 
sensitive  being  contains  by  its  very  essence. 

1572.  We  say  :  "To  the  fiillest  extent  attainable  by  its 
fi'ee  movement,"  because  when  a  being  is  engaged  in  pei*- 
forming  an  act,  its  motion  is  limited,  both  as  to  kind  and 
degree,  by  its  own  virtuality,  and,  hence,  there  is  a  natural 
termination  in  which  the  motion  comes  to  rest. 

1573.  By  applying  this  law  to  the  sensitive  principle, 
we  find  that  the  explanation  which  we  have  formerly  given 
of  pain  falls  under  it.  The  animal  principle,  being  naturally 
bent  on  positing  the  fiindamental  feeling  in  the  fullest 
manner  that  is  possible  for  it  (vital  instinct),  feels  uncom- 
fortable in  proportion  as  it  finds  itself  prevented  from  so 
doing ;  and  this  discomfort  is  pain. 


5i6  PSYCHOLOGY. 

ARTICLE  II. 
On   the  Proper  Action  of  Beings, — Second  Law, 

1574.  The  second  law  may  be  thus  expressed:  "The 
act  which  a  being  has  once  begun  is  sometimes  multiple 
through  succession,  namely,  is  composed  of  a  series  of  links, 
which  may  be  considered  as  a  single  act  by  reason  of  the 
unity  of  the  being  which  displays  its  activity  in  several 
powers  communicating  with  one  another.  In  this  case  the 
being  tends  to  go  through  the  whole  series  of  these  links 
to  the  very  last,  and  feels  pain  if  it  is  stopped  in  the 
process." 

1575.  Let  us  give  an  example  of  this  law,  taken  from 
the  operation  of  the  rational  principle,  to  which  the  sensi- 
tive principle  is  united  and  subordinate.  The  rational 
principle  has  an  act  composed  of  three  links:  i.°  Judgment, 
2,°  Affections,  3.°  External  movements;  and  sometimes  ot 
four :  i.°  Judgment,  2.°  Affections,  3.°  Decrees,  4.°  External 
movements. 

The  activity  of  this  principle,  therefore,  does  not  usually 
stop  at  simple  judgment,  but  in  consequence  of  the  judg- 
ment (link  one)  produces  affections  toward  the  thing  judged 
good,  bad,  &c.  (link  two).  And  it  does  not  stop  here, 
but  adds  decrees  and  consequent  external  operations;  or 
else  the  affections  produce  instinctively  the  corresponding 
movements  in  the  body  (link  three).  Among  corporeal 
movements  there  are  those  of  vocal  sounds,  and  this  is  the 
reason  why  man  is  inclined  to  accompany  any  strong  feel- 
ing with  an  emission  of  the  voice,  as  the  natural  comple- 
tion of  his  sensitive  activity  when  brought  into  motion. 

1576.  These  utterances,  then,  being  closely  linked  with 
the  thought  and  the  affection  as  their  ultimate  effects, 
become  natural  external  signs,  by  which  other  men  who 
experience  the  same  thing  can  tell  what  any  particular  in- 
dividual is  thinking  of  and  feeling  within  him.  But  before 
they  pass  to  perform  this  office,  they  are  the  spontaneous 
and  natural  completion  of  the  sensitive  and  rational  act 
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which  tends  to  complete  itself  as  far  as  ever  it  can.  This 
is  seen  to  evidence  principally  when  man,  under  the  influ- 
ence of  a  strong  feeling,  bursts  forth  into  some  exclama- 
tion or  perhaps  expression  which,  properly  speaking,  has 
no  connection  with  his  thought  or  feeling  except  in  so  far 
as  it  is  its  last  natural  vent.  A  man  seized  with  a  fit  of 
anger  will  utter  a  curse,  an  imprecation  against  something 
quite  different  from  what  excites  his  wrath,  or  he  will  blurt 
out  some  ugly  or  high-sounding  word  even  though  not 
conveying  any  definite  meaning ;  but  more  frequently,  in 
order  to  vent  his  feeling  by  saying  the  greatest  thing  he  can 
find,  he  will  make  use  of  the  name  of  God.  Thus,  in 
Hebrew,  the  word  God  was  added  as  a  superlative  to  all 
words.  For  example,  "Mountain  of  Grod,"  "Prince  of 
Grod,"*  &c.,  meant  "  a  very  high  mountain,"  "  a  great 
prince,"  &c.  A  similar  mode  of  speaking  is  common 
among  the  Arabs  and  other  Orientals,t  and  we  meet  with 
it  even  in  Euripides.  J  This  is  the  origin  of  the  oath  and  of 
those  exclamations  which  are  uttered  almost  instinctively 
and  without  reflection,  like  the  words  Poly  Edepol^  Jupiter ^ 
ice,  in  vogue  among  the  ancient  Latins.  So  strong  was 
man's  propensity  to  use  the  name  of  God,  that,  to  check  him 
from  taking  so  august  a  name  in  vain,  a  positive  prohibitory 
law  became  necessary.  In  the  same  way,  the  saying  of  some 
particularly  great  thing  acts  as  a  relief  to  the  feelings,  as, 
for  instance,  when  we  exclaim  in  English,  "  Thunder ! " 
"Thunder  and  Lightning!"  "By  all  the  Powers!"  &c., 
&c.  And  since  to  swear  by  the  head  of  any  one,  or  indeed 
by  any  creature,  is,  in  a  sense,  to  deify  it,  this  also  had  to 
be  forbidden.  It  must  be  observed,  that  these  outbursts 
which  manifest  themselves  in  vocal  emissions  belong  to 
the  rational  principle,  of  which  the  sensitive  principle  is  as 
it  were  a  continuation ;  and  this  is  the  reason  why,  what- 
ever be  the  word  or  expression  used,  the  person  uttering  it 
always  means  to  say  something,  and  not  merely  to  make  a 

*  Gen.  xxiii,  6 ;  Psai.  xxxv,  7 ;  Ixvii,  16,  8cc, 

t  See  Schultens.  Not.  ad  Haririi  Consess.,  iv,  no.  76. 

X  Euripid.  Orest.,  v,  11 72. 
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noise :  he  means  to  utter  and  indicate  something  unusually 
great,  even  when  the  utterance  has  not,  by  itself,  any  pre- 
cise signification.  In  this  latter  case,  the  word  or  ex- 
pression is  newly  invented  on  purpose  to  complete  the  act 
of  that  thought,  which  cannot  bear  to  remain  shut  up  in 
the  mind,  but  must  make  itself  sensible,  link  itself  to  a  real, 
that  it  may  thus  become  more  vivid  and  more  consistent  to 
the  subject  of  it.  Such  indeed,  as  we  have  seen,  is  the 
office  performed  by  imaginary  reals  or,  in  general,  sensibles 
— viz.,  to  give  completion  to  the  inward  thoughts.  This 
human  need  of  completing  in  some  external  sign  the  act 
begun  in  thought  is  so  great,  that,  after  the  divine  prohi- 
bition to  take  God's  name  in  vain,  even  very  good  men, 
feeling  unable  altogether  to  resist  the  impulse,  have,  as  if 
to  deceive  themselves,  fallen  on  the  expedient  of  substitu- 
ting for  that  name  some  other,  wholly  diflferent  in  meaning, 
but  somewhat  akin  to  it  in  sound.  At  Florence,  for 
instance,  instead  of  saying :  "  PoflFare  Iddio  "  [Good  God)^ 
they  say :  "  PoflFare  il  Zio  "  [Good  Uncle) ;  while  the  Italian 
Capuchins,  going  much  further,  have  invented  the  word 
^^Poiane"  as  an  innocent  interjection  of  wonder. 

1577.  The  instinct  impelling  man  to  complete  his  acts 
— ^which  begin  in  the  thought,  extend  to  the  aflFection, 
sometimes  move  the  will  to  make  decrees,  and  have  their 
consummation  in  the  external  action,  whereby  they  are 
rendered  more  vivid  to  their  author — is  a  most  powerfiil 
instinct :  and  if  it  is  opposed,  and  man  finds  himself  pre- 
vented from  giving  fiiU  completion  to  the  said  acts,  he  feels 
greatly  annoyed.  Hence  this  instinct  affords  a  good 
explanation  of  many  other  facts  relating  to  human  action. 

.  Why  is  it,  for  example,  that  persons  suddenly  over- 
taken by  some  very  great  misfortune  break  out  into  cries 
and  lamentations,  disfigure  and  injure  themselves,  rend 
their  garments,  beat  their  brows  and  tear  their  hair,  lie 
down  and  roll  on  the  ground,  bite  and  lacerate,  and  even 
kill  themselves  ?  Undoubtedly  because  of  the  law  we  have 
just  set  forth.  As  an  evident  proof  that  the  instinct  here 
spoken  of  is  one  of  the  causes  of  suicide,  we  may  quote  the 
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Indian  SutteeSy  whose  wonderful  act  of  self-immolation  can- 
not be  supposed  as  being  always  a  merely  conventional 
aflFair.*  Do  men,  perhaps,  seek  a  relief  and  diminution  ot 
their  suflFerings  by  voluntarily  adding  new  ones  ?  No,  this 
is  not  the  cause  of  their  cruelty  toward  themselves.  The 
cause  is  that  the  internal  act  of  most  vehement  pain  cannot 
be  repressed  and  stopped  at  its  first  stage,  but  must  run  its 
course,  displaying  itself  to  the  full  of  its  natural  bent,  ex- 
panding, completing  and  marking  itself  and  leaving  as  it 
were  an  outward  monument  of  itself  in  the  ill-used  exterior. 
This  proves  that  the  mischief  which  people  do  to  them- 
selves on  such  occasions  is  much  easier  to  bear  than  it 
would  be  to  repress  in  the  middle  the  act  of  their  grief 
begun  in  the  thought  and  terminating  in  the  body  through 
the  unity  of  the  intellective -animal  subject,  namely, 
through  that  dynamic  nextis  which  binds  together  the 
various  powers  and  makes  the  motion  of  one  pass  on  to, 
and  continue  itself  in,  another.  For  a  similar  reason, 
-when  an  exuberance  of  internal  joy  causes  a  man  to  exult 
and  triumph  in  his  external  gestures,  to  trim  and  adorn 
himself,  to  crown  himself  with  roses,  to  feast  and  get  in- 
ebriated, and  to  speak  magniloquently  and  volubly,  it  must 
not  be  supposed  that  he  does  all  these  things  merely  to 
find  greater  delight.  His  actions  are  in  great  part  due  to 
the  instinct  which  makes  the  act  of  his  inward  joy  pass 
and  revolve,  so  to  speak,  through  its  entire  orbit,  and  thus 
vent  the  whole  of  its  activity. 

1578.  It  is  true,  as  Seneca  says,  that  Parvce  et  lenes  curae 


•  It  is  well  known  how  difficult  it 
was  for  the  English  to  abolish  this 
custom  in  India,  and  how,  in  deBance 
of  the  most  rigorous  prohibitions,  the 
practice  is,  from  time  to  time,  renewed 
even  to  this  da^.  In  the  same  manner 
the  ancient  legislators  had  to  forbid  by 
most  stringent  laws  certain  cruel  acts, 
whereby  people  were  wont  to  rend 
themselves  when  visited  by  grievous 
misfortunes.  The  Twelve  Tables  for- 
bade women  to  tear  their  faces :  <*  Mu- 
lUres  genas  ne  radunto^^^  which  Festus 
explains,  *'  Radere  in  hoc  loco  significat 


unguibus  cruentare."  Plutarch,  in  the 
life  of  Solon,  relates  that  Epimenides 
was  obliged  to  put  a  check  upon  the 
excessive  cruelties  which  the  Atnenians 
practised  on  themselves  at  the  obsequies 
of  the  dead.  The  Jews  were  forbidden 
to  wound  their  limbs  or  tear  their  flesh 
with  the  nails  (Leviticus  xix,  28),  and 
even  to  shave  off  their  beards  {Ibid,  27), 
which  was  a  mark  of  grief  among  the 
Egyptians;  and  yet  we  see  from  the 
booKS  of  the  prophets  that  they  could 
not  entirely  abstam  from  such  practices 
{Jerem,  xb,  5). 
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loquuntuTy  ingentes  siupent;  but  this  stupor  finds  its  explan- 
ation in  the  same  law.  To  see  how  this  is,  we  must  con- 
sider that  when  stupor  takes  place,  the  cause  of  it  is,  partly, 
that  the  vehemence  of  the  animal  passion  injuriously  affects 
the  organs  so  that  they  lose  all  power  to  continue  the  motion 
of  the  spirit  [antmo\  and  partly  that  the  intensity  of  the 
internal  act  makes  up  for  its  want  of  extension.  In  other 
words,  the  instinct  feeds,  as  it  were,  and  satisfies  itself  in 
the  desire  and  the  effort  to  perfect  the  inward  act  of  pain 
by  increasing  its  degree,  without  at  the  same  time  being 
able  fully  to  succeed  therein.  As  a  result,  the  sufferer,  not 
finding  in  himself  force  enough  to  display  that  act  and 
communicate  it  to  the  external  powers,  remains,  so  to 
speak,  petrified  within.* 

1579.  The  same  law  explains  why  solitude  is  so  much 
loved  and  sought  by  men  in  deep  affliction;  why  they  can- 
not withdraw  their  thoughts  from  the  cause  of  their  sorrow 
or  speak  of  anything  but  their  woe  ;  why  they  never  cease 
anatomising  and  considering  it  in  all  its  most  minute 
circumstances,  and  feel  intensely  annoyed  with  any  one 
who  should  be  so  ill-advised  as  to  even  hint  at  the  possi- 
bility of  its  being  less  than  it  seems  to  them.  It  is  always 
the  same  instinct  which  tends  to  make  the  act  of  griet 
once  begun,  complete  and  perfect  itself  with  the  greatest 
activity  it  has,  so  that  it  may  not  remain  folded  up  in  germ, 
but  may  unfold  into  an  outward  form  and  grow  to  the  largest 
dimension  it  can  ever  attain. 

By  this  law  we  also  understand  how  it  is  that  tears 
relieve  a  person  in  affliction,  to  whom  perhaps  nothing  is 
so  grateful.    They  are  the  last  exhibition  of  the  act,  which 

*  The  story  of  Niobe,  who,  as  Ovid  who  "  neither  swoons  or  utters  cry," 

says,  diriptit  malisy  and  who,  it  is  said,  is    saved    by   being   moved    to    tears 

still  standfs  a  stone  among  the  Phrygian  through  a  dtminution  of  her  grief  after 

hills  Mos  p^/xSn  cv  ox^eus)^  will  occur  to  all  attempts  to  move  her  by  an  aggra- 

every  one  as  a  remarkable  instance  of  vation  ot  it  have  failed.    It  was  fine 


profound  psychological  observation  on     observation  that    made    Homer    send 
of  the  early 

hat  ev 

erful   ] 

r    brouEi] 
dead,"    in    which    the    mother    who      "  Break,  break,  break."     Transl, 


the  part  of  the  early  poets.    No  less  re-  Achilles,  on  the  death  of  Patroclus,  to 
kable  is  that  evinced  " 

_    wonderful    little    iynt    ,  ^ ^ 

"Homo    they    brought    her    warrior  infinite  moving  expanse  and  the  eternal 


markable  is  that  evinced  by  Tennyson     the  shore  of  the  sounding  sea  to  find 
■    •     -)all   - 


in  his   wonderful   little   lyric   ballad,      there  a  great  term  for  his  grief  in  the 
"Home    they    brought    her    warrior 
dead,"    in    which    the    mother    who 
"must  weep   or   she  will   die,"  and 
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without  it  would  remain  incomplete,  though  full  of  force 
and  of  eagerness  to  germinate. 

1580.  Lastly,  it  is  in  the  same  law  that  we  must  seek 
the  origin  of  sacrifices  to  the  Deity,  and  especially  of 
human  sacrifices  (which  were  afterwards  replaced  by  the 
immolation  of  the  things  most  dear  to  man).  The  feeling 
of  deepest  humiliation  before  the  Supreme  Lord  of  all 
things,  and  especially  the  conviction  of  sin  before  the  face 
of  that  most  powerful  and  infinite  Sovereign,  calls  for 
more  than  a  cold  and  sterile  act  of  thought ;  it  seeks  to 
display  itself  in  a  most  real  act,  which,  taking  possession 
of  the  whole  man,  may  penetrate  and  thoroughly  master 
him.  This  act,  which  is  of  an  infinite  nature,  because  cor- 
responding to  the  concept  of  an  infinite  being,  man  finds 
no  means  of  accomplishing  but  by  the  destruction  of  him- 
self, or,  more  imperfectly,  by  the  destruction  of  what  be- 
longs to  him.  The  reason  is,  that  the  essence  of  sacrifice, 
be  it  a  holocaust  or  a  sin-offering,  properly  requires  that 
man  himself  should  be  the  victim  ;  all  other  offerings  are 
merely  imperfect  substitutes  for  this  perfect  one.  Indeed, 
in  the  holocaust  the  act  of  feeling  starts  from  this  thought : 
"  In  comparison  with  the  Creator,  the  creature  is  nothing ; 
the  Creator  alone  is  being."  The  feeling  of  nothingness 
cannot  be  expressed  sensibly  or,  so  to  speak,  monumentally, 
except  by  destruction.  In  the  sin-offering,  the  act  of  feel- 
ing sets  out  from  this  other  thought :  "  The  creature  that 
has  offended  the  Creator  ought  not  to  exist."  The  thought 
of  undue  existence  receives  its  final  actuation  only  in  the 
realisation  of  non-existence,  and  therefore,  as  in  the  other 
case,  only  by  destruction.  Finally,  sacrifice  is  also  an  ex- 
pression of  supreme  love  ;  because,  seeing  that  there  is  no 
act  in  which  love  is  more  intense  and  operative  than  that 
of  suffering  for  the  beloved  object,  a  great  lover  seeks 
this  act  as  the  extreme  effort  of  love  possible  for  him.  He 
is  especially  impelled  to  it  when  despairing  grief  for  the 
loss  of  the  loved  one  has  already  determined  and  moved 
him  to  cruel  acts.  Hence,  at  the  death  of  Patroclus,  the 
soldiers  of  Achilles  cut  off  their  hair  and  covered  his  dead 
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body  with  it,  and  hence  the  cruelties  practised  by  all  the 
peoples  of  antiquity  at  funerals  and  festivals  in  honour  of 
the  dead.* 


ARTICLE  III. 
On   the  Proper  Action   of  Beings. — Third  Law. 

1 58 1.  The  third  law  of  harmony,  or  of  the  proper  action 
of  beings,  may  be  formulated  thus :  "  An  act,  whether 
single  or  manifold,  continued  through  the  nexus  of  several 
powers  communicating  it  to  each  other,  does  not,  when 
completed,  cease  at  once;  but,  relaxing  according  to  a 
certain  law,  passes  through  a  successive  series  of  diflferent 
and  properly  graduated  states  until  it  comes  to  final  ex- 
tinction. This  gradual  transition  being  natural  to  the 
subject  of  the  act,  gives  it  pleasure,  and,  therefore,  if  its 
progress  be  impeded,  the  subject  feels  pain." 

1582.  To  prove  this  law,  we  cited,  in  the  Anthropology ^^ 
the  cases  of  imaginary  colours  and  sounds.  Let  us  here 
say  soniething  further  with  regard  to  it. 

What  Fresnel  and  Arago  have  said  of  the  system  of 
undulations,  with  the  view  of  explaining  the  phenomena  of 
light,  has  been  considered  very  probable.  But  they  con- 
fined their  studies  to   the  laws   according  to  which  the 


*  WTien  the  Egyptians  celebrated 
the  mourning  feast  of  Adonis,  they 
shaved  their  hair  and  cut  their  bodies, 
as  they  also  did  on  other  mournful 
occasions  {Herodot.  ii,  85).  We  are 
told  of  similar  usages  among  the 
Moabites  (Isaiah  xv ;  Jcrcm.  xlviii), 
the  Bab^'lonians  and  the  Assyrians 
(Isaiah  xii,  xiii ;  Strabo,  xvi),  the  Per- 
sians {Herodot.  ix,  2d),  the  Scythians 
(Id.  iv,  71).  On  the  death  of  Hcphaes- 
tion,  Alexander  caused  the  hair  of  all 
the  horses  and  mules  to  be  cut  off.  On 
the  death  of  Dido,  her  sister  Anna  tears 
herself,  "  Unguihus  ora  soror  fctdans 
et  pectora  pugnis  (Virg.  jEn.  iv,  673). 
And  we  find  similar  customs  among  all 
barbarous  nations,  in  which  the  natural 
instinct  is  strong  and  predominating. 
Now  it  is  exactly  because  such  acts  are 
the  natural  and  instinctive  eifects  of 


grie\nng  love  that  they  were  supposed 
to  please  and  appease  the  dead.  In 
Homer  [Odyss.  iv),  Pisistratus,  the 
son  of  Nestor,  tells  Menelaus,  that  in 
honour  of  the  dead  he  cannot  do  other- 
wise than  shave  his  hair  and  weep. 
Plutarch  {De  Consol.  ad  Apoll.)  relates 
that  certain  barbarous  nations  thought 
it  gave  great  pleasure  to  the  dead  when 
the  living  cut  off  their  ears  or  noses,  or 
otherwise  mutilated  themselves.  Ser- 
vius  {In  yEneid.  iv,)  writes :  "  Varro 
dicit  in  exequiis  et  luctu  idea  solitos  ora 
lacerarey  ut  sanguine  oste^isOy  inferis 
satisfacerentJ*^  In  this  last  concept, 
however,  there  is  included  some  other 
recondite  secret  of  human  nature.  Why 
suppose  that  the  dead  require  to  be  ap- 
peased, and  are  desirous  of  blood  } 
f  Anthropology ^  nos.  442,  453. 


ON  THE  PROPER  ACTION  OF  BEINGS.  525 

luminous  waves  of  the  fluid  which  they  suppose  to  be 
diflFused  throughout  nature  propagate  themselves ;  and  this 
does  not  suffice  to  explain  vision,  because  vision  has  its 
origin  in  the  sense  of  sight,  and  not  in  the  ether,  which 
can  only  play  the  part  of  excitant.  The  Psychologist, 
therefore,  must  try  by  every  means  to  find  out  or  conjecture 
in  what  manner  this  sense  acts  when  luminous  sensations 
arise  in  the  soul.  I  think  this  difficult  question  would  be 
considerably  advanced  if  we  should  transport  into  the 
sense  itself  what  those  two  acute  physical  philosophers 
conjectured  to  happen  outside  of  it  in  said  fluid. 

1583.  According  to  this  concept,  the  optic  nerve  would 
be  a  bundle  of  nervous  filaments  filled  with  an  extremely 
elastic  (and  perhaps  fluid)  substance,  the  molecules  of  which 
would  receive  the  impression  of  the  waves  of  ether,  and 
vibrate  longitudinally  much  in  same  way  as  do  the  strings 
of  a  violin.  The  size  of  these  waves,  their  rapidity,  their 
nimiber  and  their  different  encounters  would  account  for 
the  phenomena  of  vision. 

In  the  first  place,  the  different  colours  would  result  from 
the  different  number  of  vibrations  made  by  the  molecules 
in  the  nervous  filament,  which  vibrations  would  correspond 
to  the  number  of  the  vibrations  of  the  ether.  It  may  be 
held  as  demonstrated  that  the  number  of  the  latter  vibra- 
tions varies  according  to  the  different  colours;  for  example, 
the  vibrations  resulting  in  the  yellow  colour  are  more 
numerous  than  those  resulting  in  the  red. 

1584.  The  greater  the  number  of  waves,  the  greater  will 
be  their  velocity  and  the  smaller  their  size.  Corresponding 
vibrations,  differing  similarly  in  velocity,  size  and  number, 
must  arise  in  the  molecules  of  the  nervous  substance,  and 
thus  produce  different  excitations  and,  therefore,  different 
colours.  This  explains  how  every  nervous  filament  may 
be  capable  of  giving  the  sensation  of  all  the  colours, 
according  to  the  different  excitations  it  receives  from  the 
diffierent  luminous  rays. 

1585.  Moreover,  the  vibrations  propagated  along  the 
nervous  filament  ought,  when  they  reach  its  extremity,  to 
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be  reflected  and  turn  back  according  to  a  certain  law ;  and 
this  return  of  the  vibrations  would  explain  the  imagfinary 
and  complementary  colours  of  which  we  have  the  images 
after  the  external  sensations  have  ceased.*  In  fact,  when 
a  vibration,  before  being  completed,  breaks  upon  an 
obstacle,  it  produces  a  reflected  one,  whose  velocity  must 
differ  from  the  original  one  according  to  a  complementary 
law. 

1586.  This  would  also  enable  us  to  understand  how  it  is 
that  the  complementary  accidental  colours  are  opposed  to 
and  annul  each  other,  that  is,  produce  black  instead  of 
white.  If  a  reflected  complementary  vibration  returns 
along  the  optic  nerve,  and  at  the  same  time  the  eye  is 
impressed  with  the  same  colour,  a  vibration  must  be  pro- 
duced in  an  opposite  sense,  bringing  the  pupil  to  rest.  We 
will  mention  an  experiment  well  known  to  Physicists : 

Let  there  be  placed  upon  a  dark  background  two  small 
squares,  one  violet  and  the  other  orange,  with  a  black  spot 
in  the  centre  of  each.  If  for  a  while  we  keep  looking  at 
the  black  spots  alternately,  each  for  a  second  at  a  time, 
and  then  close  our  eyes,  it  will  seem  to  us  that  we  see 
three  squares,  one  yellow,  which  is  complementary  to 
violet,  another  blue,  which  is  complementary  to  orange, 
and  the  third  green,  which  results  from  the  composition  of 
yellow  and  blue.  On  the  contrary,  if  the  two  squares  are 
themselves  of  colours  complementary  to  one  another,  for 
example,  violet  and  yellow  or  orange  and  blue,  the  middle 
square  is  no  longer  seen,  that  is,  it  becomes  black. 

The  explanation  of  these  phenomena  seems  to  be  as 
follows. 

Our  optic  axes  have  not  the  same  direction  when  we 
look  at  the  two  coloured  squares  successively,  and  so  these 
squares  strike  different  parts  of  the  retina,  and  give  each 
of  the  eyes  the  impression  of  two  squares,  in  all  four 
squares.  But  two  of  these  impressions  strike  the  same  part 
in  the  two  retinas,  the  one  being  an  impression  of  one 

♦  See  our  theory  with  respect  to  the  Imagination  in  the  Anthropology^  Bk.  II, 
nos.  350-366. 
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square,  the  other  of  the  other,  because  the  axis  of  one  eye 
points  to  one  colour  in  the  same  direction  as  the  axis  of  the 
other  eye  points  to  the  other  colour,  and  hence  the  impres- 
sions of  the  two  colours  strike  the  same  part  in  the  retina 
of  both  eyes.  At  the  same  time,  the  two  eyes  that  look  at 
the  squares  see  only  two,  whether  it  be  because  the  impres- 
sions have  not  time  to  combine,  or  because  the  spontaneity 
of  the  soul  does  not  then  concur  in  producing  fantastic 
images,  or  because  the  attention,  being  directed  only  to  the 
two  squares,  does  not  notice  an3rthing  else.  But  it  is  not 
so  with  the  imaginary  colours  that  come  afterwards.  Three 
spaces  in  the  two  retinas  having  been  impressed,  these 
must  give  three  series  of  longitudinal  vibrations  in  the 
nervous  filaments.  The  two  spaces  impressed  with  a  single 
colour  must  each  produce,  as  the  imaginary  or  reflected 
colour,  the  complementary  one,  because  the  reflected  vibra- 
tion must  always  be  complementary  to  that  which  impinges. 
The  middle  space,  impressed  by  the  two  colours  at  once, 
must  give  two  complementary  reflected  vibrations  of  the 
single  colours,  and  these  vibrations,  being  diffierent  in  size 
and  velocity,  return  without  being  confounded :  and  since 
a  nervous  filament  can  give  but  one  sensation  at  a  time, 
and  that  proportioned  to  the  number  of  the  vibrations  of 
its  molecules,  the  result  must  be  a  colour  composed  of 
the  two  complementaries.  But,  if  the  two  colours  of 
the  squares  are  themselves  complementary,  then,  while  the 
vibration  excited  by  one  of  them  is  on  its  way  inwards, 
it  must  plainly  be  met  by  the  perfectly  similar  reflected 
vibration  of  the  other  colour,  moving  in  the  contrary  direc- 
tion, and  so  the  two  series  of  vibrations  cancel  each  other, 
and  those  that  go  the  one  way  alternately  destroy  those 
that  go  the  other. 

1587.  By  the  same  hypothesis  we  may  also  explain 
why  a  colour,  before  vanishing,  leaves  behind  it  in  the  eye 
other  colours  successively,  for  example,  white  turns  first 
into  yellow,  then  into  red,  then  into  indigo,  then  into  blue, 
and  finally  into  green,  with  which  it  vanishes.  When  we 
consider  that  the  molecular  vibration  that  returns  fi-om  the 
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internal  extremity  of  the  nervous  filaments  is  comple- 
mentary to  the  colour  that  was  impressed  upon  the  retina, 
we  may  conceive  how  again  that  vibration  may  impinge 
when  it  comes  to  the  external  extremity  of  the  filament 
and  be  forced  to  turn  back  inwards  with  a  difference  of 
velocity.  And  this  going  and  coming  of  waves  always 
different  must  produce  different  imaginary  colours  until 
the  excitation  ceases  altogether,  and  the  vibration  becomes 
so  slight  as  not  to  be  able  to  produce  a  distinct  colour.* 

1588.  A  similar  reasoning  might  be  used  to  explain  the 
laws  of  the  mechanism  whereby  the  acoustic  nerve  trans- 
mits the  excitation  that  causes  sound.  And  I  think  it  very 
probable  that  the  sensations  of  all  the  other  organs  arise 
through  similar  vibrations  and  obey  similar  laws. 

1589.  Now,  if  every  subject  finds  its  own  act  pleasurable 
(Law  I.),  and  consequently  feels  pain  if  any  obstacle  is 
placed  in  the  way  of  this  act,  or  any  disturbance  occurs 
within  it  compelling  it  to  break  off  one  act  in  the  middle  in 
order  to  perform  another,  it  will  follow  that  those  vibra- 
tions of  sensor  molecules  will  be  most  grateful  to  it  which 
produce  the  greatest  amount  of  feeling,  and  therefore  those 
which  proceed  in  such  harmony  as  not  to  impede  or  disturb 
each  other,  or  become  confounded  together,  but  rather  to 
combine  in  producing  the  greatest  possible  excitation. 
Now  this  explains  why  some  colours  and  sounds,  when 
seen  or  heard  together,  are  harmonious  and  pleasant,  and 


*  It  may  perhaps  be  objected  that 
the  nervous  filaments  must  vary  in 
length  according  to  the  different 
statures  of  individuals,  and  therefore 
the  phenomena  in  question  cannot  be 
the  same  in  all  men.  I  reply,  in  the 
first  place,  that  as  the  Wisdom  of  the 
Creator  has  known  how  to  fit  the  same 
number  of  vertebra?,  teeth,  and  gene- 
rally of  bones,  muscles,  &c.,  for  all 
human  bodies  alike,  so  we  may  suppose 
the  same  Wisdom  to  have  arranged 
that  the  number  of  clastic  molecules  in 
each  filament  of  the  optic  nerve,  and 
consequently  the  number  of  vibrations, 
should  be  exactly  the  same  in  every 
man.  Of  course,  the  molecules  might 
vary  as  to  size,  &c.,  but  this  would  not 


substantially  militate  against  the  point 
on  which  I  insist ;  for  we  cannot  say 
that  the  optic  sensations  are  absolutely 
the  same  in  all  men,  but  onlv  that  they 
are  analogous.  In  fact,  in  order  to  know 
whether  the  sensations  experienced  by 
different  persons  are  entirely  and  in 
every  single  accident  the  same,  it  would 
be  necessary  to  compare  them ;  and 
this  is  impossible,  for  the  simple  reason 
that  each  individual  is,  and  can  be,  con- 
scious of  no  other  sensations  than  his 
own.  Nay,  it  really  seems  that  there 
must  be  a  certain  diversity;  for  ex- 
perience shows  that  the  same  colours 
do  not  excite  the  same  feelings  in  every 
one,  at  least,  so  far  as  regards  the  in- 
tensity of  the  feelings. 
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Others  more  or  less  disagreeable.  As  we  have  said  in  the 
Anthropology y  it  must  be  held  that  agreeable  tones  and 
colours — including  the  complementary  and  imaginary — are 
those  whose  vibrations  are  natural  and  spontaneous,  I 
mean  those  to  which  the  mechanism  of  the  nervous  system 
is  already  spontaneously  determined  of  itself,  so  that  the 
external  impression  simply  associates  itself  with  the  sensi- 
tive spontaneity,  aiding  it,  seconding  it,  and  thus  easing 
the  exertion  required  of  the  activity  of  the  sentient  prin- 
ciple. Contrariwise,  when  the  excitations  received  by  the 
sentient  principle  are  of  an  opposite  character,  or  else  are 
such  as  to  disturb  or  impede  each  other,  so  that  the  prin- 
ciple is  not  allowed  to  continue  and  finish  the  sensitive  acts 
it  has  begun,  being  compelled  by  new  excitations  to  leave 
oflF  these  and  perform  different  ones,  then  there  is  discord, 
disharmony,  and  consequently  discomfort,  pain. 

1590.  Let  us  apply  this  theory  to  the  consonances  and 
accords  of  sound. 

First  of  all,  given  several  sounds  starting  from  the  same 
point  and  at  the  same  time,  they  will  produce  but  a  single 
sensation  corresponding  to  the  vibrations  of  that  nervous 
filament  which  they  excite.  This  may  be  proved  by 
Savart's  experiment,  in  which  a  toothed  wheel  is  made  to 
revolve  so  that  its  teeth  successively  strike  a  fixed  card.  If 
the  wheel  revolves  slowly,  we  distinguish  the  strokes  of  the 
teeth  upon  the  card,  because  these  strokes  are  given  with 
an  observable  interval  of  time  between  them.  But  if  the 
motion  of  the  wheel  is  very  much  accelerated,  then  we  hear 
only  one  continuous  sound,  whose  pitch  rises  in  proportion 
to  the  velocity  of  the  rotation  and  the  consequent  more 
fi*equent  vibrations  of  the  card.  The  reason  of  this  is  that 
the  strokes  succeed  each  other  at  intervals  too  short  to  allow 
of  separate  sensations  being  formed.  In  order,  then,  that 
there  may  be  several  acoustic  sensations  and,  hence, 
accord,  the  aerial  vibrations  must  not  all  reach  the  ear  at 
the  same  time,  or  else  they  must  proceed  from  different 
points,  in  which  latter  case  they  do  not  strike  the  same 
nervous  filament. 
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1 59 1.  There  may  be  accord  between  successive  sounds, 
provided  they  are  separate  from  each  other  by  a  very  slight 
interval,  as  well  as  between  sounds  coming  at  the  same 
time  from  different  points,  for  example,  from  the  different 
instruments  of  an  orchestra. 

As  the  accord  of  successive  sounds,  like  those  coming 
from  a  single  singer  or  a  single  instrument,  must  excite 
sensation  in  the  same  nervous  filaments,  so  it  could  not 
give  us  pleasure  unless  the  soul  which  collects  these 
sounds  rendered  them  simultaneous  through  its  nature, 
which  is  free  from  time.  It  is  therefore  the  soul  that  ex- 
periences a  single  feeling  resulting  from  several  successive 
sounds,  and  this  feeling  is  that  of  melody.  Hence  in  the 
existence  of  melody  we  have  a  fresh  proof  of  the  simplicity 
of  the  sensitive  principle,  as  well  as  of  its  identity  in  dif- 
ferent times.  In  fact,  the  act  of  the  fundamental  feeling  has 
a  permanent  duration,  and  the  successive  sounds  are  modi- 
fications of  this  identical  feeling.  In  it,  therefore,  they  find 
their  comparison  and  leave  the  agreeable  harmony  called 
melody.  Here  we  see  again  'that  the  unity  of  harmony  is 
altogether  psychological  in  its  origin. 

1592.  But,  according  to  the  law  which  we  have  laid 
down,  this  pleasure  springs  up  in  the  sensitive  soul  because 
the  two  or  more  successive  sounds  are  natural  and  spon- 
taneous to  it,  that  is,  are  such  that  it  easily  displays  in 
them  its  activity,  and  performs  sensitive  acts  without  being 
checked,  impeded,  or  forced  to  change  them  before  they  are 
perfected.  The  truth  is,  i .°  That  there  is  a  pleasure  accru- 
ing to  the  soul  from  each  of  its  acts,  inasmuch  as  feeling  is 
always  pleasurable  to  it.  This,  however,  is  not  harmony 
but  simple  pleasure,  which  is  marred  when  these  single  acts 
are  checked  in  the  middle;  2.°  That  there  is  a  pleasure 
accruing  to  the  soul  from  a  plurality  of  acts,  when  these, 
instead  of  disturbing,  help  each  other;  and  this  is  the  plea- 
sure of  accord  or  harmony. 

1593.  In  fact,  the  soul  feels  pleasure  when  it  performs 
its  act  with  the  greatest  ease  and  the  least  exertion 
possible;   and  it  does   so  when  it  is  not  constrained  to 
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change  that  act.  For  this  reason,  the  regularity  of  its  acts 
IS  pleasing  to  it,  inasmuch  as  regularity,  by  preserving  a 
uniform  mode  of  operation,  saves  it  from  the  trouble  which 
the  necessity  of  changing  that  mode  for  a  new  one  would 
entail  on  it. 

1594.  Accordingly  we  find,  that  the  harmonic  or  accor- 
dant sounds  are  those  resulting  from  vibrations  whose 
numbers  stand  to  each  other  in  the  same  relation  as  the 
natural  integers  i,  2,  3,  &c.,  without  fractions;  whence  it 
comes  to  pass  that  a  similar  relation  obtains  between  the 
sizes  of  the  vibrations,  so  that  two  or  three  or  four,  &c., 
vibrations  of  one  sound  are  exactly  equal  to  one  vibration 
of  another,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  the  velocity  of  the 
vibrations  of  one  sound  is  twice,  thrice,  four  times,  &c., 
that  of  another.  Through  being  distributed  in  this  way, 
the  vibrations,  i .°  neither  become  confounded,  nor  impede 
each  other ;  2.°  have  relations  that  are,  on  the  one  hand, 
readily  perceptible,  and,  on  the  other,  remain  always  the 
same,  so  that  the  excitation  has  a  constant  standard  of 
measurement.  Thus  the  soul,  having  to  concur  with  its 
activity  in  the  production  of  such  sensations,  very  soon 
discovers  according  to  what  law  they  are  produced,  in  other 
words,  its  action  becomes  regular,  and  this  regularity  is 
what  produces  liabity  which  renders  action  spontaneous  and 
most  easy. 

In  order,  therefore,  to  know  what  sounds  best  agree  to- 
gether, it  will  be  sufficient  to  observe  what  sounds  are 
produced  by  ethereal  vibrations  related  to  each  other  as  the 
natural  numbers.  Following  this  rule,  we  find  the  accord 
of  the  octave,  whose  vibrations  are  as  i  to  2  ;  that  of  the 
fifth,  whose  vibrations  are  as  2  to  3  ;  that  of  the  fourth, 
whose  vibrations  are  as  3  to  4  ;  *  that  of  the  third,  whose 
vibrations  are  as  4  to  5  ;  and  the  so-called  perfect  accords 
fay  la^  do;  doy  mty  sol ;  soly  siy  rCy  the  numbers  of  whose 
vibrations  are  always  as  4,  5,  6. 

*  Prof.  Toscani  assures  me  that  he  and  that  the  first  inflection  observable 
has  observed  that  the  first  sounds  in  their  voices  represents  a  leap  of  a 
ottered  by  children  are  monotonous,     fourth. 
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1595.  Now  the  Divine  Wisdom  has  so  ordered  external 
corporeal  things  that  they  might  by  their  own  proper  laws 
aid  the  soul  to  its  acts.  Hence,  as  is  well  known,  a  vibra- 
ting chord,  besides  vibrating  with  its  whole  length,  vibrates 
with  half  its  length,  a  fourth  of  its  length,  &c.,  so  that 
along  with  the  sound  of  the  entire  chord  other  sounds  are 
produced,  and  just  those  that  make  harmony.* 

1596.  As  to  the  accords  due  to  simultaneous  sounds 
coming  from  different  directions,  the  reason  of  them  is  the 
same  ;  for  although  we  suppose  that  discordant  sensations 
are  received  by  different  nervous  filaments,  and  so  cannot 
be  confounded  one  with  the  other ;  yet  the  spontaneity  of 
the  soul  helps  to  produce  them.  Hence,  if  the  numbers  of 
the  vibrations  have  no  exact  and  clearly  defined  ratio 
between  them,  the  soul  is  obliged  to  operate  irregularly, 
and  to  vary  the  measure  of  its  action.  Now  this  confirms 
and  corroborates  what  we  have  said  as  to  the  unity  of 
harmony  being  psychological  in  its  origin.  This  is  true, 
notwithstanding  that  the  spontaneity  of  the  soul  is  excited, 
either  with  or  without  regularity,  by  external  stimuli  which 
cause  changes  in  its  term. 

1597.  Finally,  the  reason  why  the  regular  beating  of 
time  gives  pleasure  is  to  be  found  in  the  same  law  which 
governs  the  action  of  the  soul. 

ARTICLE    IV. 
Conclusion   on    the    Cosmological  Law   of  Harmony, 

1598.  From  all  that  has  just  been  said  w^e  may  con- 
clude : 

i.°  That  the  corporeal  world  received  fi"om  creative 
wisdom  an  admirable  order,  so  that  it  might  furnish  order 
and  harmony  to  the  animal  feeling  as  well  as  to  the 
rational  principle ; 

2.°  That  this  order  lies  not  only  in  things  external  to 
man,   but   also   in   his   organisation    (to   w^hich   we   shall 

*  On  the  correspondence  between  the  external  world  and  the  soul,   see  our 
Anthropology^  Bk.  II,  no.  434. 
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return  further  on),  and  in  the  exquisite  structure  of  his 
sensorial  organs,  which  are  designed  and  arranged  with 
such  art  and  mastery  of  proportions  as  to  correspond  and 
agree  in  a  marvellous  way  with  the  proportions  of  the 
external  and  material  world  ; 

3.°  That  the  sensitive  principle  is  what  gathers  the 
wonderful  order  of  the  external  world  as  well  as  of  its  own 
term  (the  sensories),  and  by  its  activity  puts  form  into  it. 
The  external  world  taken  by  itself  alone  would  not  possess 
the  nature  of  order,  of  proportion,  of  harmony,  but  only  of 
separate  and  disjoined  entities  and  actions.  It  receives 
order,  proportion,  harmony  through  the  unity  which  the 
sentient  principle  itself  creates  in  that  multiplicity,  fitted 
for  the  purpose.  Now  this  formal  part  of  harmony, 
although  not  of  ratt07ial  origin,  is  nevertheless  of  psycho- 
logical origin,  because  it  comes  from  the  soul  as  sensitive. 
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CHAPTER  XXX. 

ON  THE  PSYCHOLOGICAL  LAWS  OF  THE  RATIONAL  PRIN- 
CIPLE, CORRESPONDING  TO  THE  GENERAL  COSMO- 
LOGICAL  LAWS. 

1599.  Since  the  action  of  the  rational  principle  results 
from  its  activity  combined,  on  the  one  hand,  with  the 
lucidity  of  the  object,  and  on  the  other,  with  the  stimulating 
action  of  the  world,  it  is  obvious  that  it  contains  three 
elements,  one  of  ontological  origin,  one  of  cosmolog^cal 
origin,  and  one  of  psychological  origin.  To  separate  the 
part  that  is  of  psychological  origin  from  the  rest  is  difficult 
for  the  very  reason  that  there  is  no  rational  action  which 
has  not  in  it  something  of  both  the  terms — the  object  and 
the  extra-subjective  world — ^which  are  its  cause.  Hence 
we  have  not  been  able  to  speak  of  the  ontological  and 
cosmological  laws  which  the  soul  follows  in  its  action  with- 
out turning  aside  to  look  at  the  psychological  laws  mixed 
up  with  them.  Therefore,  now  that  we  are  going  to  explain 
the  psychological  laws  referring  to  the  cosmic  term,  we 
shall,  in  order  to  avoid  useless  repetition,  either  altogether 
omit,  or,  when  necessary  for  keeping  up  the  thread  of  our 
argument,  only  lightly  touch  upon  what  has  already  been 
said. 

Of  the  psychological  laws  corresponding  to  the  cosmo- 
logical ones,  some  direct  the  speculative  reason,  others  the 
practical  reason.     Let  us  begin  with  the  former. 
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CHAPTER    XXXI. 

PSYCHOLOGICAL  LAWS  OF  THE  SPECULATIVE  REASON, 
CORRESPONDING  TO  THE  COSMOLOGICAL  LAWS. — 
LAW  OF  SUBJECTIVE  ANALYSIS. 

1600.  The  Speculative  reason,  when  determined  to  action 
by  its  terms  and  needs,  sometimes,  through  a  concentration 
of  its  attention,  breaks  up  into  parts  those  objects  or  terms 
of  cognition  which  in  themselves  are  not  divided.  But  if 
after  this  it  wishes  to  gain  a  full  knowledge  of  things,  it 
must  proceed  to  reconstruct  what  it  has  destroyed,  by 
reuniting  the  divided  parts.  Finally,  if  the  real  object 
upon  which  it  meditates  is  not  offered  to  it  by  perception, 
it  argues  from  analogy.  Hence  three  subjective  laws : 
i.°  that  of  analysts y  2.°  that  of  synthesis^  3.°  that  of 
analogy. 

1 60 1.  The  different  sensories  receive  different  impres- 
sions or  excitations  from  the  self-same  bodies.  These 
excitations,  or  rather  the  sensations  arising  from  them, 
cause  the  acting  body  to  be  perceived.  They  are  so  many 
representations  of  it,  or,  to  say  this  in  other  words,  they  are, 
with  respect  to  the  soul,  so  many  vicarious  signs  of  the  real 
being  that  has  produced  or  occasioned  them.*  And  since 
these  sensations  are  only  modifications  of  the  fundamental 
feeling,  we  may  say  that  there  is,  innate  in  man,  a  repre- 
sentative of  the  whole  external,  material  world.  It  is  the 
internal  world  representing  the  external :  it  is  the  stibject 

*  In  this  sense  we  may  truly  say  that  through  the  idea ;  the  idea,  on  the  con- 

Similitudo    rei   intellects    est  forma  trary,   is    the  direct  intuition  of   the 

intellecius  (St.  Thomas,  Sum,  TheoU^  essence  of  the  thing,   and  this  idesd 

Pt.  I,  q.  buxv,  art.  ii,  ad  im);     Such  essence  is  not  the  similitude  of   the 

sensible  similitudes  of  bodies  require  thing,    but    its    essence.      See    New 

themselves  to  be  conceived  by  the  mind  Essay^  &*c.,  Passim, 
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representing  to   itself  all  that  there  is  of  extra-subjeciive 
in  real  connection  with  it. 

1602.  Now  since  every  corporeal  being  is  represented 
by  several  sensations,  it  comes  to  pass  that  the  rational 
principle  is,  in  a  manner,  invited  by  this  sense-prism,  as 
we  may  call  it,  to  divide  bodies  into  several  aspects  or 
natures ;  and  this  is  the  first  thing  that  gives  occasion  to 
stibjective  analysts. 

1603.  The  rational  principle  not  only  uses  those  ncUural 
signs  in  order  to  direct  its  attention  to  extra-subjective 
entities  and  their  activities ;  but  it  also  soon  invents,  as 
we  have  seen,  analogous  and  artificial  signs^  that  is, 
languages,  which  have  a  marvellous  analytical  power;  and 
it  does  so  according  to  its  needs. 

It  must  be  observed,  that  man's  needs^  which  are  groups 
of  passive  and  active  feelings^  do  not  always  refer  to  beinjgfs 
in  their  totality,  or  yet  to  their  substance,  or  even  to  those 
perceptions  which  divide  up  beings  according  to  their 
effects  upon  the  diflFerent  sensories ;  but  very  often  they  are 
satisfied  by  certain  determinate  accidental  actions  and 
aptitudes  of  beings,  to  which  alone  he  attends,  because  then 
they  alone  interest  him.  In  this  way  he  finds  new  occa- 
sions for  dividing  up  the  known  objects  still  ftirther, 
viewing  them  under  certain  particular  relations  which  they 
have  to  him,  and  not  in  themselves  or  in  the  oneness  of 
their  being. 

1604.  Now,  by  virtue  of  the  ontological  law  of  cogni- 
tion, man  transforms  even  these  accidents  and  these 
manifold  relations  into  so  many  beings ;  which  is  a  kind 
of  subjective  synthesis.  This  he  does  by  reducing  such 
appurtenances  of  beings  to  abstractions,  contemplating 
them  as  so  many  essences  standing  by  themselves,  and 
giving  them  names,  which,  properly  speaking,  could  only 
be  called  signs  of  signs^  because  they  mark  sensible  acci- 
dents, which  are  themselves  signs  of  beings.* 

*  We  have    already    observed   that  abstract  nature  :  this  is  done  by  proper 

vames  may  perform  three    functions,  names  applied  to  several  individuals, 

'I.**  They  may  excite  the  mind  to  think  and    these    may    be    said    to    signify 

a  real  being  without  stopping  at  its  nominal  abstracts^  because  they  do  not 
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1605.  The  speculative  reason,  therefore,  by  concen- 
trating its  attention,  breaks  up  beings  by  a  spontaneous 
operation, 

I  .^  According  to  their  speciaj  actions  and  passions  ; 

2.°  According  to  their  relations. 

The  diverse  actions  and  passions  which  man  experiences 
or  observes  in  beings  have  their  foundation  in  the  intrinsic 
multiplicity  of  the  beings  acting  and  acted  upon,  and 
in  the  intrinsic  multiplicity  of  the  human  subject  who 
receives  in  him  the  action  of  those  beings  and,  by  acting  in 
them,  produces  their  passions. 

1606.  As  to  the  relations^  some  of  them  are  essential  to 
and  constitutive  of  beings,  as,  for  example,  the  continuous 
with  regard  to  bodies  ;  others  are  accidentaly  for  example,  a 
given  colour,  which  is  a  relation  between  a  body  and  the 
sense  of  sight ;  others,  again,  are  not  even  accidents  of 
beings,  but  simply  relations  which  the  mind  produces  by 
comparing  what  is  one  with  what  is  manifold ;  and  hence 
they  receive  the  name  of  dialectical  relations.  They  are 
extrinsic  to  the  beings  themselves ;  they  do  not  posit  in 
them  anything  either  essential  or  accidental,  but  stand 
between  one  being  and  another  in  the  mind  which  unites 
and  compares  the  two.  Such  is  the  distance  between  one 
body  and  another,  such  is  similarity,  &c. 

1607.  This  is  the  origin  of  mental  beings^  which  must  be 
carefully  distinguished  from  ideal  beings.  Ideal  beings  are 
the  objects  of  the  intuition  of  the  mind,  the  essences  of 
beings.  But  mental  beings  are  partial  glances  of  the  mind^ 
which  in  them  does  not  embrace  the  whole  of  a  being,  i.e.y 
its  essence,  but  limits  itself  to  some  element  or  relation  of 
it,  and  posits  to  itself  this  element  or  relation  as  if  it  were 
a  being,  and  reasons  about  it  as  such.  It  is  led  to  this  by 
the  principle  of  cognition  and  by  what  we  have  called  the 
faculty  oi fiction  or  of  intellectual  creation. 


represent  to  the  mind  any  ideal  essence^  or  generic  essence,  as  is  done  by  ab- 
but  serve  to  guide  it  irom  one  indi-  stract  names,  e.g,y  whiteness,  &c. ;  3.^ 
vidual  to  another  through  the  relation      they  may  excite  tne  mind  to  think  either 


arising  between  them  from  the  fact  of  a  real  beings  or  an  ideal  essence,  and 
their  having  the  same  name  ;  2,**  they  through  the  latter  to  think  the  former. 
may  excite  the  mind  to  think  a  specific     This  is  done  by  all  common  names. 
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In  this  way  the  mind  changes  into  a  positive  being  even 
a  mere  negation,  as  in  the  case  of  limitation  and  naughty 
which  as  we  have  said  are  only  glances  of  the  mind.  In  fact, 
what  is  the  limitation  of  a  being  ?  Merely  the  denial  by  the 
mind  itself  that  the  essence  of  that  being  contains  a  certain 
entity,  which  it  does  not  contain.  Now  the  act  of  denial 
belongs  to  what  we  have  denominated  the  faculty  oi  jtidg- 
ment  and  of  affirmation ;  consequently  the  cognition  result- 
ing from  it  is  not  objective,  but  subjective.  Again,  what  is 
naught?  It  is  merely  the  negation  of  being,  being  plus 
the  act  of  the  mind  which  removes  it — a  cognition  given  to 
the  mind  by  its  own  act  respecting  the  object  (being). 

1608.  If  the  ancients  had  known  the  distinction  between 
objective  cognition,  which  is  given  to  man  by  the  object, 
and  subjective  cognition,  which  is  given  to  him  by  his  own 
act,  they  would  not  have  disputed  so  much  about  whether 
non-being  is  thinkable  by  the  human  spirit.*  Parmenides, 
who  took  the  negative  side,t  spoke  of  non-being  in  an 
objective  sense,  and  certainly  non-being,  taken  absolutely 
and  simply,  is  not  an  object  of  thought.  Plato  and 
Aristotle,  who  proved  that  non-being  is,  in  a  certain  way, 
thinkable,  spoke  like  cultivators  of  dialectics,  as  they  were, 
and  therefore  in  a  subjective  sense  ;  the  truth  of  the  matter 
being,  that  nothingness  is  thought  by  us,  not  because  it  is 
really  an  object,  but  because  we,  by  means  of  an  interior 
glance  of  our  own,  fictitiously  constitute  into  an  object 
what  is  simply  a  negative  relation  which  our  mind  finds 
between  beings,  a  being  which  the  mind  denies  to  be  a 
being. 

1609.  Hence  the  question  agitated  by  the  ancients,  as 
to  whether  generable  things  (so  they  called  things  and 
forms  that  begin  to  be,  we  should  say  transient  acts)  sprang 
fi-om  beingy  or  from  non-heing.  Their  opinions  regarding 
the  way  of  solving  this  question  were  chiefly  four. 

Some,  unable  to  conceive,  on  the  one  hand,  how  any- 
thing could  come  fi-om  nothing,  and,  on  the  other,  how 

♦  Plato,  Sophist.  envarwoSri  pfofftus,   Mullach,  Frag,  Phil. 

t  Ovri  ffap  etv  yvotms  ro  yt  /un  lovov  yap      Grac,  Parmen,  Frag. 
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being  could  produce  outside  itself  an3rthing  that  was  not 
already,  denied  all  beginning  of  things :  in  other  words^ 
they  admitted  only  being,  and  this  eternal  and  immutable.* 

Others,  unable  to  deny  that  some  things  begin,  and 
also  unable  to  conceive  how  being,  if  it  already  was,  could 
generate,  that  is,  produce  what  was  not,  said  that  everything 
came  from  non-being,  and  that,  therefore,  everything  was 
transient  and  unstable.! 

Others  maintained  that,  between  being  taken  simply 
and  non-being,  naught,  there  was  a  middle  entity,  in  which 
must  be  sought  the  principle  of  things.  This  was  the 
system  of  Aristotle,  who  distinguished  being  into  being 
simply  so  called  (to  am\ojs  ov),  and  being  according  to  virtue 
(to  %a,rcL  iuvafjLiv  ov),  or  also  into  being  in  act  (to  hepysi^  ov),  and 
being  in  potentia  (to  iwdfjusi  ov),t  and  flattered  himself  that  he 
could  thereby  successfully  combat  the  Eleatics  and  solve 
the  arduous  problem  proposed  by  them. 

Finally,  the  Platonists,  instead  of  having  recourse,  for 
the  explanation  of  the  beginning  of  beings,  to  something 
intermediate  between  being  and  non-being,  as  Aristotle 
did,  undertook  to  show  that  the  beginning  even  of  all  con- 
tingent things  might  be  in  beingy  distinguishing  between 
being  simply  so  called  (to  oiikSis  ov)  and  perfect  bei^ig  (to 
7[vrt€KSis  ov),  in  which  lay  the  complex  of  all  beings.  And 
that  Plato  himself  inclined  to  this  opinion  I  am  led  to 
believe  by  the  fact  that  he  censured  Parmenides  for  having 
divided  the  all  from  the  all  (to  ye  grSv  aiio  gravTw).!! 

1 6 10.  This  diversity  of  opinions  arose  in  part  from  those 
philosophers  confounding  object  being  with  abstract  beings 
mental  being  and  absolute  beings  in  other  words,  from  a  want 
of  accurate  distinction  between  the  different  species  of 
human  cognitions. 

•  This  is  the   famous  argument  of  388,   389 ;    Pyrrhon,  Hypot,^   ii,    i8), 

Xenophanes.  Stt  Ansioil^  De  Xenoph,  says  that  Xeniades  of  Corinth  held  all 

Zen,  et  Gorgiasy  Physics^  i,  8 ;  De  Cceloy  things   to  be  transient  and  generated 

iii,  I.     ChaKndeus,  In  Timaumy  p.  283,  from  non-being  :  *£x  roD  /(**>  oyror  'km  to 

mentions  this  argument :  "  Si  quid  fity  *it*pofAnov  yivi<^eu  kou  tU  to  /u.n  m  »5y  to 

id  necesse  est  vel  ex  eo  fieri  quod  jam  p^tpofAtvw  ^up€<Aeu,  See  Aristot., /'/t^j* 

emt  vel  ex  eo  quod  non  est ;  utrumque  i,  9. 

autem  imposswile"  %  Phys,,  i,  8.    De  CaelOy  iii,  I. 

t  Sext.  Empir.  (Adv,  Logic^  vii,  53,  ||  Sophist^  p.  259. 
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1611.  The  first  of  these  philosophers  fixed  their  minds 
upon  abstract  beings  which  is  not  entirely  object  being,  be- 
cause object  being  is  ideal  beingy  to  which  every  real  being 
and,  therefore,  every  entity  is  equated ;  whereas  abstract 
being  is  that  concept  of  being  which  positively  excludes 
every  determination  and  limitation  that  may  occur  in  being 
itself.  Hence  the  formation  of  abstract  being  is  a  subjective 
work  of  the  mind,  while  ideal  being  is  given  by  man's 
natural  intuition,  although  reflection  can  afterwards  find  it 
also  by  a  process  of  abstraction,  that  is,  by  removing  the 
special  modes  and  determinations  by  which  being  happens 
to  be  limited. 

161 2.  The  second  set  out  fi-om  a  mental  beingy  as  non- 
being  is,  since  the  negation  of  being  is  merely  a  subjective 
work  of  the  mind,  not  erroneous  in  itself,  but  causing  error 
when  non-being  is  converted  into  a  true  being  which  may 
be  a  principle  or  efficient  cause  of  things,  as  was  done  by 
these  philosophers. 

161 3.  The  third,  that  is,  Aristotle  and  his  followers, 
by  setting  out  fi-om  potential  being  as  something  that 
served  as  matter  for  being  in  act,  started  likewise  fi-om  a 
mental  being.  This  concept  was  suggested  to  Aristotle  by 
experience,  which  shows  that  certain  things  develope  as 
fi-om  a  seed,  and  acquire  a  more  explicit  existence,  and,  in 
general,  by  seeing  that  the  things  which  fall  under  our 
perception  are  limited.  The  concept  of  limited  beings  is 
composed  of  an  objective  and  a  subjective  element,  because 
in  so  far  as  things  are  beings  (knowledge  of  intuition),  so 
far  they  are  objects  ;  but  in  so  far  as  they  are  limited,  they 
are  known  as  such  by  an  act  or  glance  of  the  mind  itself, 
which,  as  we  have  said,  denies  certain  entities  of  them 
(knowledge  by  affirmation).  Aristotle  took  this  concept 
made  up  of  being  and  of  limitation,  and  at  the  same 
time  increased  the  limitation  beyond  all  measure,  not 
observing  that  with  such  increase  the  being  must  neces- 
sarily vanish.  He  tiierefore  retained  being,  uniting  it  with 
an  infinite  limitation,  and  thus  converted  it  into  his 
potential  being,  or  firu  matter.     In  truth  this  was  merely 
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the  non-being  of  Xeniades ;  but  Aristotle,  always  ambitious 
of  originality,  denied  that  it  was,  and  called  it  potential 
being. 

1 61 4.  If  he  had  not  left  this  pure  potentiality  standing 
by  itself,  but  had  affirmed  it  to  be  seen  in  God,  he  would 
have  fallen  into  the  fourth  opinion,  that  of  the  Platonists, 
who  erred  only  in  the  accessories  and  in  the  development 
of  their  system. 

1 61 5.  It  is,  therefore,  the  duty  of  philosophy,  and  pro- 
perly of  dialectics,  to  distinguish  between  mental  beings 
which  is  a  product  of  the  mind,  and  true  objective  or 
objectifiable  being,  and  not  to  speak  of  the  former  as  if  it 
were  the  latter;  in  doing  which  alone  error  consists. 

Into  this  error  it  is  very  easy  to  fall ;  because  the  mind 
not  only  changes  its  negations  into  positive  beings,  on 
account  of  the  words  or  signs  to  which  it  attaches  its  con- 
cepts, and  which  are  positive  acts ;  but  sometimes  it  does 
also  the  contrary  by  clothing  the  positive  in  a  negative 
form.  Moreover,  it  interchanges  the  positive  and  negative 
at  pleasure  through  the  form  in  which  it  clothes  them ;  and 
the  negative  which  it  has  thus  rendered  positive  it  again 
clothes  in  a  negative  form,  and  then  again  in  another 
positive  form,  and  so  makes  a  compound  of  mental  con- 
cepts wrapt  up  one  within  the  other  by  means  of  as  many 
forms  as  it  chooses  to  put  on  them.  A  very  clear  example 
of  this  may  be  seen  in  algebra,  in  which  any  sign,  positive 
or  negative,  may  be  placed  before  any  quantity  either 
positive  or  negative,  by  which  means  a  negation  is  denied, 
and  that  denial  again  denied,  and  so  on.  I  may  write  a 
positive  quantity  with  two  negative  signs,  —  ( —  a),  and  a 
negative  quantity  with  a  positive  sign,  +  ( —  a),  and  I  may 
g^ve  to  any  quantity  all  the  signs  I  please,  without  its 
ceasing  to  be  positive  or  negative  as  it  was  at  first.  The 
same  thing  happens  with  language.  If  I  say  :  "  God  does 
not  lack  anything,"  I  give  the  form  of  a  double  negation 
to  the  greatest  of  affirmations,  because  this  proposition  is 
equivalent  to  the  positive  one,  "  Gt>d  has  everything." 

1 61 6.  Now  the  first  thing  which  a  dialectician  must  do, 
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if  he  means  to  have  a  controverted  point  finally  settled,  is 
this :  To  take  the  proposition  in  question  and  go  on  gradu- 
ally stripping  it  of  all  the  various  forms  in  which  the  mind 
has  clothed  it,  chiefly  with  the  aid  of  language,  until  he  has 
reduced  it  to  its  genuine  primitive  sense,  and  then  observe 
whether  in  this  state  it  is  a  negation  or  an  affirmation.  By 
this  means  his  reasoning  will  be  simplified  and  will  easily 
dispel  those  sophisms  to  which  the  artificial  wrappages 
produced  by  the  ■  subjective  operation  of  the  human  under- 
standing are  apt  to  give  rise. 

1 617.  This  process  leads  to  another  important  result, 
that  is,  it  brings  out  very  clearly  whether  what  is  predicated 
of  a  thing  is  an  accident  of  the  thing  itself,  or  a  mere  rela- 
tion with  the  mind.  When,  for  example,  Plato  and  Aris- 
totle charged  Parmenides  with  self-contradiction  for  having 
said  that  being  was  one  and  nevertheless  eternal^  and  thus 
placed  in  being  the  plurality  of  substance  and  accident 
{ovQiOLy  TO  xara  w^t^e^Tjxw),*  the  Italian  philosopher  might 
have  replied :  "It  is  true  that  when  I  predicate  eternity  of 
my  beingy  the  form  of  the  proposition  divides  it  into  two- 
being  and  eternal ;  but  this  division  lies  only  in  the  sub- 
jective conception  and  the  expression  of  it,  because  eternity 
is  only  an  external  relation  conceived  by  the  mind,  a  nega- 
tion of  time  or  of  cessation  ;  hence  it  places  in  the  object 
nothing  beyond  being  itself:  nay,  the  true  value  of  the  pre- 
dicate with  which  you  find  fault  is,  that  it  prevents  us  from 
finding  multiplicity  in  being,  that  it  is  the  very  negation  of 
multiplicity  and  accident." 

1 61 8.  Such,  then,  is  the  task  to  which  the  dialectician 
must  apply  himself,  namely,  to  distinguish  the  diflferent 
forms  in  which  the  mind  clothes  a  concept  or  a  sentence 
and  re-clothes  it  again  and  again,  and  to  restore  it  to  its 
primitive,  simple  state. 

*  Plato,  Sophist,     Aristotle,  Physics,  i. 
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CHAPTER  XXXII. 

CONTINUATION. — LAW  OF  SUBJECTIVE  SYNTHESIS. 

1 619.  Man's  different  sensories  divide  up  being.  This 
is,  properly  speaking,  cosmological  analysisy  that  is,  analysis 
furnished  to  the  rational  principle  by  its  term  (the  world). 
Analysis  begins  to  \^^  psychological  when  the  rational  prin- 
ciple divides  what  is  not  divided  in  the  sense,  and  by  man's 
passive  and  active  feelings  (sensible  needs). 

1620.  To  cosmological  analysis  there  corresponds  a 
synthesis  likewise  cosmological,  in  which  the  rational  prin- 
ciple unites  the  different  sensible  representations,  which 
the  different  sensories  furnish  to  it,  of  the  same  being,  and 
observes  that  they  all  belong  to  a  single  being  variously 
represented  in  the  various  effects  produced  by  its  action 
on  those  sensories.  This  synthesis  also  we  have  called 
cosmological^  because  it  is  the  world,  the  term  of  our  feeling, 
that  furnishes  the  bond  to  all  the  various  sensations  and 
perceptions  of  a  body ;  and  this  bond  is  the  identity  of 
the  space  occupied  by  the  body  that  acts  in  these  several 
ways.*  In  fact,  the  various  sensations  differ  in  their/J?^/,  but 
not  in  the  space  their  terms  occupy.  The  various  parts  of 
space,  taken  separately,  are  not  discernible  by  man,  be- 
cause one  part  of  space  is  exactly  like  another,  so  long  as 
their  confines  and  location  cannot  be  distinguished  in  the 
total  space.  Now  no  sensory  distinguishes  the  location  and 
confines  of  its  own  space,  because,  as  we  have  elsewhere 
said,  the  confines  of  the  space  belonging  to  any  sensory 
are  not  sensible  to  the  sensory  itself.  Consequently,  the 
rational  principle  does  not  receive  from  any  single  sensory 

*  See  New  Essay ^  vol.  ii,  no.  941. 
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the  means  of  knowing  the  location  or  the  confines  of  the 
total  space  thereof.  Each  sensory  furnishes  to  the  rational 
principle  only  the  location  and  the  parts  relative  to  the 
whole  of  its  own  particular  space,  not  the  location  and 
confines  of  this  whole  itself.  And  as  the  location  and 
confines  of  these  parts,  or  their  proportional  distributions 
in  the  various  sensories,  are  identical,  so  the  space  itself 
appears  identical,  as  we  have  seen  in  the  case  of  the  space 
occupied  by  the  sensations  of  the  touch  and  those  of  the 
sight — the  two  sensories  which  present  the  said  parts  of 
space  with  the  most  accurate  precision  of  outline.  Here, 
then,  we  see  how  it  is  that  our  various  sensories  do  not 
cause  us  to  multiply  bodies,  but  only  the  representations  of 
them,  and  that  we  refer  all  these  representations  to  a  single 
being,  which  we  denominate  tactile,  coloured,  savoury, 
sonorous,  &c.     This  is,  clearly,  a  cosmological  synthesis. 

1 62 1.  It  was  this  synthesis  that  gave  rise  to  the  distinc- 
tion between  substance  and  accidents.  The  single  being  to 
which  we  refer  all  the  effects  received  in  our  sensories  we 
call  substance^  and  these  effects  themselves  we  attribute  to 
it  as  its  accidents,  because,  these  being  representative  of  it 
to  us,  we  do  not  disjoin  the  representation  from  the  repre- 
sented, inasmuch  as  it  is  by  the  former  that  we  are  enabled 
to  know  the  latter,  and  this  latter  vanishes  from  us  if  we 
attempt  to  strip  it  entirely  of  the  former.  It  is  true  that 
the  effects  which  an  external  body  acting  on  our  sen- 
sories produces  in  them  are  diversified  by  the  difference  of 
these  sensories ;  but  the  acting  body  itself  has  two  actions 
only,  one  in  our  sensitive  principle  and  the  other  on  its  term, 
ix.y  our  animate  body :  nay,  even  these  two  actions  them- 
selves are,  perhaps,  differentiated  solely  by  the  difference 
of  nature  between  the  sensitive  principle  and  its  term  on 
which  the  external  body  operates. 

1622.  This  explanation  of  the  origin  of  the  concept  of 
substance  involves  also  the  explanation  of  that  of  speciesy 
whether yir///  or  abstract.  The  full  species  is  the  concept  of 
a  being  clothed  with  all  its  accidents  ;  the  abstract  species 
is  the  concept  of  the  same  being  stript  of  its  accidents  and 
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retaining  only  that  bond,  that  unity,  to  which  all  the 
accidents  representative  of  it  were  referred.  We  have 
said  that  the  abstract  species  is  that  concept  which  enables 
lis  to  know  "  the  act  whereby  a  being  subsists  ;  "  *  but  we 
have  not  determined  what  that  act  is.  Now  we  are  in  a 
position  to  do  this. 

We  know  beings  positively  by  the  effects  which  their 
actions  produce  in  our  sensories  and,  more  generally,  in 
our  feeling.  Now  this  feeling  itself  sometimes  supplies  a 
basis  by  means  of  which  the  rational  principle  is  made 
aware  that  a  certain  group  of  effects  must  be  attributed  to 
one  and  the  same  being,  as  is  the  case  with  the  concept  of 
bodies,  which  is  formed  through  our  feeling  furnishing  to 
us  the  perception  of  a  force  which  diffuses  itself  in  a  single 
space,  although  in  that  same  space  there  are  sensations  of 
different  characters.t  Hence  we  conclude  that  it  is  one 
sole  force,  one  sole  agent,  that  produces  these  manifold 
effects.  In  this  way  that  one  force  or  agent  becomes  the 
abstract  species^  and  the  abstracting  of  it  is  a  work  of  the 
rational  principle,  because  the  sensories  do  not  give  that 
force  except  as  clothed,  sometimes  with  one  set  of  effects, 
sometimes  with  another,  but  in  all  cases  clothed.  If,,  how- 
ever, we  happen  to  experience  another  group  of  effects 
which  have  not  the  same  bond,  />.,  whose  unity  is  not 
given  in  feeling,  as,  for  example,  a  group  of  sense-percep- 
tions not  referring  to  the  same  identical  space,  then  we 
at  once  form,  out  of  this  second  group,  the  concept  of 
another  being,  and  thus  have  another  species.  This  is 
how  the  viultiplicity  of  being  originates  for  us. 

1623.  But  these  groups  of  sensible  effects  may  differ 
only  in  their  reality,  and  remain  the  same  in  the  rest.  In 
this  case  they  will  be  known  through  the  same  concept  or 
species.     Hence  their  multiplicity  will  be  a  multiplicity  of 

•  New  Essay y  &c.,  vol.  ii,  no.  657.  of  sensible  effects  is  always  united  as 

1*  The  identity  of  space  here  spoken  l>efore.      It  is  always   referred  to  an 

of  is  an  identity  relative  to  the  p*oup  identical  space.     The  difference  of  the 

of  the  effects,  and  not  absolute.   Hence  places  occupied  by  a  body  does  not, 

a  body  transported  into  different  places  therefore,  enter  into  the  specific  idea  of 

is  said  to  be  identical,  because  in  what-  that  body. 
ever  place  it  happens  to  be,  the  [^oup 


544  PSYCHOLOGY. 

individuals  and  not  of  species ;  neither  will  they  consti- 
tute a  diversity  of  species,  either  abstract  or  full.  I  say 
fully  because  even  in  the  case  of  the  full  species  there  may 
be  many  individuals  corresponding  to  it  in  the  order  of 
reality,  and  each  individual  may  have  its  own  substance 
and  accidents,  since  the  diversity  of  reality  multiplies  both 
these  things. 

When,  therefore,  we  said  that  abstract  species  are 
divided  according  to  their  different  act  of  being,  we  meant 
the  act  of  ideal  being,  and  not  of  real  being.  Indeed  the 
diversity  of  the  acts  of  real  being  multiplies  only  real  indi- 
viduals. To  these  there  corresponds  a  single  abstract 
species ;  hence  in  the  order  of  ideality  the  act  of  being 
remains  one  and  identical,  and  so  there  is  but  a  single 
abstract  species,  a  single  ideal  substance  for  many  similar 
individuals. 

1624.  We  have  said  that  the  abstract  species  remains 
the  same  when  the  different  groups  of  sensible  efifects 
which  cause  us  to  know  a  being  differ  only  by  their  dif- 
ferent reality.  Now  this  would  seem  to  be  contradicted  by 
the  fact  that  in  the  different  groups  of  sensible  effects 
corresponding  to  the  same  species  there  is  a  certain 
amount  of  variety,  besides  the  different  reality,  and  yet 
this  does  not  change  the  abstract  species.  Thus,  one  pear 
may  differ  in  size,  colour,  &c.,  from  other  pears,  and  even 
from  itself  considered  at  different  times  ;  and  yet  they  are 
all  known  through  the  same  abstract  species  of  pear. — ^To 
this  we  reply  that  the  group  of  sensible  effects  representing 
a  single  being  must  be  taken  in  its  totality,  and  hence,  if 
the  same  pear  presents  different  aspects  when  perceived  at 
different  times,  these  sensible  aspects  or  effects,  although 
successive,  belong  to  the  same  group  ;  and  the  same  must 
be  said  of  the  varieties  found  in  different  individual  pears. 

1625.  What,  then,  is  the  principle  that  multiplies  indi- 
viduals ? — Difference  of  reality. 

1626.  What  is  the  principle  that  multiplies  beings? — ^As 
a  finite  being  is  constituted  by  that  unity  whereby  its 
sensible  effects  are  grouped  in  such  a  way  as  to  show  that 
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they  all  proceed  from  one  and  the  same  agent — a  unity, 
which  in  the  case  of  a  body  is  found  in  the  identity  of 
space,  and  in  the  case  of  the  soul  in  the  identity  of  feeling, 
&c. ;  so  the  multiplicity  of  beings  is  given  in  the  feeling 
which  we  have  of  them,  when  in  this  feeling  we  feel  one 
sole  principle  or  cause  of  a  certain  number  of  sensible 
effects,  and  feel  that  to  that  principle  or  cause  there  cannot 
in  any  way  be  attributed  certain  other  sensible  effiects 
belonging  to  another  sole  principle  or  cause,  also  felt.  To 
this  principle  or  cause  of  a  given  group  of  effects  we  shall 
give  the  name  of  sensible  basis  of  the  beingy  and  say  that 
beings  are  multiplied  as  their  sensible  bases  multiply. 

1627.  What  is  the  principle  that  multiplies  full  species  ? 
— Species,  as  such,  lack  the  reality  of  being,  and  there- 
fore lack  that  multiplicity  which  arises  from  difference 
of  reality.  The  different  really  sensible  basis  multiplies 
beings ;  but  if  this  multiplication  is  by  way  of  reality^  in 
such  case  to  many  fundamental  sensibles,  differing  only 
in  their  reality,  there  corresponds  a  single  species.  Now 
the  sensible  bases  are  given  by  our  feeling  as  clothed  with 
the  groups  of  their  effiects ;  and  to  the  sensible  bases  thus 
clothed  the  full  species  corresponds.  It  sometimes  happens, 
however,  that  all  the  sensible  effects  attributed  to  the  same 
being  cannot  be  contemporaneous,  inasmuch  as  one  ex- 
cludes another ;  for  example,  if  a  body  is  red,  it  cannot  at 
the  same  time  be  yellow.  Now  the  full  species  causes  us 
to  know  the  sensible  basis  clothed  with  all  its  sensible 
effects,  whether  contemporaneous  or  compossible ;  and  this 
is  why  the  full  species  multiply,  viz.,  because  the  same 
sensible  basis  clothes  itself  with  various  sensible  effects. 

1628.  What  is  the  principle  that  multiplies  abstract 
species  ? — ^An  abstract  species  makes  known  only  the  sensi- 
ble basis  of  a  being.  These  species  are,  therefore,  different 
when  they  cause  us  to  know  bases  that  are  different,  pre- 
scinding, of  course,  from  their  reality  as  well  as  from  the 
consideration  of  any  sensible  accidental  effects. 

1629.  The  diversities  of  species,  therefore,  proceed  from 
the  ontological  relation  which  being  in  the  real  mode  has 
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to  being  in  the  ideal  mode — a  relation  that  is  determined 
solely-  by  the  intrinsic  order  of  being  itself. 

1630.  We  have  laid  down  as  the  principle  of  the  multi- 
plication of  beings  the  diversity  of  their  really  sensible 
bases ;  but  the  human  spirit,  by  its  faculty  of  fiction,  sup- 
poses sometimes  such  bases  to  exist  even  where  they  do 
not,  and  thus  creates  mental  beings  to  itself.  The  different 
kinds  of  these  beings  it  is  the  duty  of  the  dialecticiaa  to 
classify  most  carefully. 

Sometimes  the  spirit  creates  a  mental  being  by  taking 
some  accident,  some  sensible  effect,  and  considering  it  as 
the  sensible  basis  of  a  being ;  which  is  a  very  easy  thing  for 
it  to  do,  especially  when  the  sensible  effiects  are  arranged  in 
such  order  that  the  one  is  a  prior  condition  of  the  other.  Let 
us  suppose  that  it  changes  colour,  which  is  a  mere  sensible 
efiect,  into  a  being.  In  this  case,  it  will  predicate  of  colour 
size,  form,  motion,  &c.,  looking  upon  colour  as  the  subject 
of  all  these  accidents.  In  a  similar  way  it  can  change 
every  abstract  into  a  being,  and  thus,  in  virtue  of  the  power 
which  it  possesses  of  restricting  its  mental  glance  and  con- 
centrating its  attention,  create  many  species  without  multi- 
plicating  the  being  to  which  they  severally  refer. 

1 63 1.  There  is,  however,  one  of  these  creations  or 
fictions,  which  specially  calls  for  the  philosopher's  atten- 
tion, because  it  is  so  natured  to  man,  so  necessary  and, 
therefore,  common  to  the  human  race  ;  I  mean  the  concept 
of  matter.  Matter,  the  term  of  the  sensitive  principle,  has 
so  essential  a  relation  to  this  principle,  that  if  it  be  separ- 
ated therefrom,  it  can  no  longer  be  conceived  as  it  is. 
Nevertheless,  thought  separates  it  from  the  sensitive  prin- 
ciple, and  arbitrarily  considers  it  as  a  being  standing  by 
itself.  Now  matter,  disjoined  from  feeling,  does  no  longer 
give  the  concept  of  a  being,  but  only  of  a  rudiment  of  being, 
of  a  being  in  process  of  becoming,  without  having  yet 
reached  completion.  It  may,  therefore,  be  asked :  Is  matter 
conceived  in  this  way  a  full  species,  or  an  abstract  species, 
or  what  ? 

Plainly,  it  cannot  be  a  full  species,  because  here  we  pre- 
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scind  from  its  sensible  eflfects;  neither  can  it  be  an  abstract 
species,  because  this  species  also  refers  to  a  sensible  basis. 
It  can,  therefore,  only  be  classed  among  (ideal)  genera,  which 
are  ideas  representing,  not  a  being,  but  merely  something 
of  a  being.  Hence  the  word  matter  does  not  signify  any 
one  species  of  beings,  but  it  signifies  that  of  which  many 
species  of  beings  are  composed ;  and  it  has  two  aspects : 
I !"  Either  the  matter  of  which  corporeal  beings  are  com- 
posed is  considered  in  relation  to  the  form,  and  then  it  is 
something  altogether  passive  or  receptive  of  the  form,  and 
in  virtue  of  the  law  of  synthesism,  is  never  without  this ;  or 
2.°  It  is  considered  in  relation  to  our  concept,  in  that  act 
wherein  this  concept  is  formed,  and  then  it  signifies  what  we 
have  designated  by  the  appellation  of  senst/erous.  And  if 
we  now  wish  to  define  the  sensiferous,  or  matter  considered 
from  this  point  of  view,  in  accordance  with  the  above 
theory  of  the  origin  of  the  multiplicity  of  beings,  we  shall 
have  to  express  ourselves  thus :  "  To  the  sensible  basis  there 
corresponds,  in  the  ideal  order,  the  abstract  species;  and 
when  several  abstract  species  correspond  to  several  sensible 
bases,  then  these  sensible  bases  differ  in  species  and  not 
merely  in  individuedity.  Now  if  we  take  several  sensible 
bases  of  different  species  and,  prescinding  from  their 
specific  differences,  form  them  into  one  abstract,  we  have  the 
genus  of  these  bases,  and  this  genus  is  exactly  the  concept 
of  sensiferous  matter."  Hence  we  see  that  the  concept  of 
matter  is  (ideal)  generic. 

1632.  But,  inasmuch  as  the  sensible  generic^ basis  from 
which   the  species   determined  by  the  group  of  sensible 
effects  has,  through   abstraction,  been  taken  away,  is  a 
formless  setisible  basisy  it  evidently  follows, 

I .°  That  the  abstract  species  makes  known  the  form  of 
beings,  this  vfovAforfn  being  taken  in  the  ancient  sense,* 
as  "  that  which  makes  a  being  what  it  is ; " 

2.°  That  the  concept  of  matter  excludes  that  of  form 
and,  therefore,  that  of  species. 

*  Forma  (form)  in  Latin  corresponds  to  the  Greek  JJof,  which  means  exactly 
specieSf  visum, 
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1633.  But  here  arises  the  question  whether  in  the 
species,  either  abstract  or  full,  the  individual  is  included. 
We  have  already  said  that  the  multiplicity  of  individuals 
arises  from  reality  (1625).  But  it  is  one  thing  to  say 
that  the  multiplicity  of  (real)  individuals  is  not  comprised 
in  the  species,  and  another  to  say  that  the  (specific)  indivi- 
dual is  not  comprised  in  it.  We  say,  therefore,  that  the 
fnulttplictty  of  individuals  is  not  included  either  in  the  fiill 
or  in  the  abstract  species,  so  that  a  person  who  should  have 
only  the  species  in  his  mind  would  never  be  able  to  know 
the  number  of  real  individuals  of  that  species  (at  least  as 
regards  the  species  of  contingent  beings  known  to  us) ;  but 
we  say  at  the  same  time  that  the  specific  individual  is  con- 
tained in  the  species,  in  other  words,  that  every  species 
makes  known  the  individual  being,  whose  realisation  may 
be  repeated  many  times  without  any  change  taking  place 
in  the  species.  In  fact,  the  form  of  beings,  I  mean  their 
complete  form,  is  nothing  but  their  individuality  as  known 
in  the  species ;  for  which  reason  it  is  called  specific  tndivi^ 
duality. 

1634.  Hence  the  distinction  between  the  concept  of 
nature  and  the  concept  of  individual.  The  former  has  two 
significations,  meaning,  both,  formless  being— for  example, 
matter — and  formed  being;  and  in  this  latter  case  it  corre- 
sponds to  the  abstract  species,  expresses  the  individual  as 
it  is  in  this,  and  not  the  multiplicity  of  real  individuals ;  on 
which  account  it  applies  to  each  individual,  not  to  all. 
Thus  we  may  say:  "Human  nature  subsists  in  many  indi- 
viduals," which  does  not  mean  that  it  is  divided  into  a 
multitude  of  individuals,  but  that  the  whole  of  human 
nature  subsists  in  each  individual ;  and  he  who  should  say 
that  human  nature  is  divided  into  many  individuals  would 
speak  incorrectly. 

1635.  The  form  of  beings,  therefore,  constitutes  their 
specific  or  ideal  individuality;  and  if  we  decompose  the  indi- 
vidual by  abstraction,  then  we  distinguish,  i.°  its  naturey 
and  2.°  its  individuality y  taking  the  word  nature  to  mean  its 
formless  beings  and  the  word  individuality  to  mean  \X:&formy 
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its  completion,  the  last  act  which  perfects  and  specialises 
it.* 

1636.  Hence  those  natures  that  have  not  tftdividuality 
are  formless,  are  not  complete  beings.  Therefore  indivi- 
duality is  an  essential  character  of  every  being. 

1637.  It  follows  that  matter  is  a  formless  being  and,  in 
this  sense,  a  non-being.  Hence  if  we  interpret  the  doctrine 
of  those  ancient  philosophers  who  said  that  things  were 
produced  from  non-being  (y/yved&ai  Ik  fjt.'h  ovToy),t  as  applying 
to  material  things  and  to  material  cause,  it  is  not  devoid  of 
truth. 

May  then  this  formless  being,  which  is  not  complete 
being,  be  informed  and  individualised  ?  The  School  of 
Aristotle  answered.  Yes;  and  indeed  the  entire  Aristote- 
lian doctrine  about  forms  is  taken  from  the  forms  with 
which  matter  was  supposed  to  be  clothed.  Well,  let  it  be 
so.  We  will  not  oppose  this  doctrine ;  but  we  will  explain 
it  in  a  reasonable  way.  We  will  inquire  how  much  of 
subjective  knaivledge  there  is  in  these  forms  as  conceived  by 
the  human  mind,  in  other  words,  how  much  the  rational 
subject  itself  puts  into  them  when  it  acquires  their  concepts, 
and  how  much  absolute  knowledge  there  is  in  them.  Let  us 
take  up  again  the  concept  of  matter  as  we  have  explained 
it.  Matter,  as  such,  is  conceived  as  "  the  generic  concept  of 
all  the  various  sensible  basest  Hence  matter  is  known  only 
from  what  is  given  to  us  in  the  sense ;  for  it  is  on  this  that 
the  abstraction  of  the  mind  was  performed  in  order  to  arrive 
at  this  concept.  But  all  that  the  sense  presents  to  the  mind 
is  its  term,  which,  in  the  case  of  the  animal  sense  (of  which 
we  are  now  speaking)  consists  in  a  (sensiferous)  force 
diffused  in  extension.  Now  extension  is  presented  by  this 
sense  in  two  ways,  namely,  as  unfigured  and  as  figured. 
It  is  unfigured  in  the  fundamental  feeling,  and — ^when 
considered  in  its  totality  (1620) — in  the  special  sensories; 
it  is  figured  in  those  parts  of  extension  which  are  presented 
by  certain  sensories,  the  touch,  the  sight,  &c.     No  one  says 

*  In  intellective  beings  individuality  acquires  the  name  of  person.     See  An- 
thropology, Bk.  rV,  832-838.  t  Aristotle,  Physics,  i,  9. 
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that  the  unfignred  extension  presented  by  the  fundamental 
feeling  or  by  the  special  sensories  is  individuated ;  such 
extension  gives  only  the  concept  of  the  nature  of  extension, 
or  of  indefinite  space.  But  as  to  the  parts  figured  by  the 
term  of  the  sensories,  they  are  said  to  be  individuated, 
and  it  is  to  them  that  we  owe  the  concept  of  special  bodies. 
We  have  seen,  in  fact,  that  special  bodies  are  unified 
through  their  sensible  basisy  which  is  a  determinate  part  of 
space  wherein  we  experience  certain  sensations,  which, 
exactly  by  reason  of  the  unity  of  that  space,  become  to  us 
representative  of  one  and  the  same  body,  one  and  the  same 
space. 

1638.  We  have  also  said  that  the  sensible  bases  clothed 
with  their  groups  of  sensations  are  manifold  when  the 
abstract  species  by  which  they  are  known  is  but  one,  in  which 
case  their  multiplication  takes  place  in  the  order  of  reality 
and  not  in  that  of  ideality.  Thus  the  individuals  of  the 
human  species  are  many,  and  the  concept-man  is  one. 
These  individuals  are  known  to  be  many,  not  through  the 
concept-man,  which  is  one,  but  through  the  different  real 
sensible  bases,  which  are  many.  It  is,  therefore,  through 
the  aid  of  sense  (the  power  which  communicates  with  real 
being)  that  their  plurality  is  known. 

As  regards  material  beings,  their  subsistence  or  reality 
is  material.  In  every  sensible  basis y  therefore,  we  perceive 
a  matter  (force  diffused  in  extension),  and  it  is  by  the 
group  of  sensations  which  clothe  it,  that  we  have  it  deter- 
mined for  us,  and  know  that  it  is  such  or  such  and  not 
another.  But  this  group  of  sensations  may  be  dissolved  by 
means  of  abstraction,  some  of  them  being  set  aside,  and 
some  retained  in  the  mind.  Now  in  every  one  of  these 
groups  of  sensations  there  are,  i.°  sensiferous  force,  2.° 
figured  extension,  3.°  sensations  of  different  feel,  or  of  the 
same  feel,  but  varying  in  quality.  We  may,  by  the  power 
of  abstraction,  divide  these  three  elements  that  go  to  con- 
stitute a  body,  in  all  kinds  of  ways,  and  thus  form  to 
ourselves  as  many  ideal  generic  concepts, 
1639.  Ii^  f^ct. 
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1°.  We  may  restrict  our  attention  merely  to  the  sensi- 
ferous  force,  and  then  we  have  the  concept  ^i  formless 
matter; 

2.°  We  may  restrict  our  attention  to  the  extension,  and 
then  we  have  the  concept  of  mathematical  bodies ; 

3.°  We  may  restrict  our  attention  to  the  sensations  of 
different  feel,  or  to  a  genus  of  them,  and  then  we  have  the 
concept  of  accidenty  or  of  a  genus  of  accidents ; 

4.°  We  may  restrict  our  attention  to  two  of  those 
elements,  i.e.y  force  and  extension,  and  then  we  have  the 
concept  of  body  (in  general) ; 

5.°  We  may  restrict  our  attention  to  figured  extension 
and  the  feel  of  the  sensation,  and  then  we  have  the  con- 
cept of  figured  accidents,  />.,  accidents  limited  by  a  certain 
extension  ; 

6.°  Finally,  we  may  restrict  our  attention  to  the  force 
and  the  sensations  of  different  qualities  referable  to  different 
sensible  bases,  and  then  we  have  the  concepts  of  different 
kinds  of  matter,  e.g,y  water,  air,  fire,  wood,  &c. 

1640.  All  these  concepts  are  generic  and  not  specific. 
For  this  reason  they  do  not  make  known  the  individual, 
because  none  of  them  makes  known  the  complete  form. 
The  first  excludes  all  form,  and  the  others  posit  imperfect 

formSy  which  are  only  parts  of  form.  Hence  we  see  that 
there  are  some  genera  that  make  us  know  matter,  others 
that  make  us  know  form,  without,  on  that  account,  making 
us  know  the  individual. 

1 64 1.  Now  since,  on  the  one  hand,  the  concept  oi matter 
excludes  the  individual,  and  consequently  has  no  limit 
(for  it  is  by  the  form  that  limitable  things  are  limited) ;  and 
since,  on  the  other,  the  subsistence  of  material  things  is 
viaterial ;  we  are  able  to  understand  how  matter  (according 
to  the  concept  explained)  cannot  be  multiplied,  although  it 
may  be  divided  into  parts.  The  concept  of  matter  remains 
the  same  under  all  forms,  because  if  it  were  multiplied,  it 
would  no  longer  be  mere  matter,  since  it  would  have  limita- 
tions. Hence  the  multiplication  of  individuals  comes  from 
the  formy  in  so  far  as  this  renders  them  subsistent — ^from 
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the  reality  of  the  form — and  not,  as  the  ancients  thought, 
from  matter.* 

1642.  What  is  said  of  purely  formless  matter  must  also 
be  said  of  the  genera  of  m/ittery  which  constitute  the  sixth  of 
the  concepts  above  enumerated.  Thus,  for  example,  water, 
when  in  drops,  is  not  multipliedy  since  in  each  drop  there  is 
the  whole  of  the  substance  expressed  by  the  term  water. 
What  takes  place  in  it  is  a  division  into  parts;  for  that  por- 
tion of  water  which  is  in  one  drop  is  not  in  another.  Hence 
in  matter,  whether  entirely  formless,  or  having  only  generic 
form,  there  happens  the  exact  contrary  to  what  happens  in 
the  [animal]  soul,  which  may  be  multiplied  but  cannot  be 
divided. 

The  form  of  bodies,  therefore,  the  complete  form,  to 
which  the  species  corresponds,  is  formed  by  the  entire 
group  of  those  representative  sensations  which  are  referred 
to  the  same  sensible  basis  and,  therefore,  to  the  same  being, 
and  this  form  individuates  the  body.  But  is  this  individu- 
ation perfect  ?     Is  there  in  a  body  an  absolute  individual  ? 


*  See  Anthropology,  Bk.  IV,  nos. 
782-788.  The  ancients,  not  having  yet 
a  complete  philosophical  language^  ex- 
pressed their  thougnts  on  individuation, 
as  on  other  subtle  questions,  in  a  some- 
what confused  way.  They  often  con- 
founded the  individual  with  the  sub- 
sistent.  Hence  the  Aristotelian  dictum, 
*'  Matter  is  the  principle  of  individua- 
tion," was  taken  by  them  to  mean  that 
matter  is  what  causes  the  individual  to 
subsist.  But  when  their  attention  fell 
on  individuals  devoid  of  matter,  they 
made  an  exception  to  their  rule,  and 
said  that  in  the  case  of  these  the  form 
itself  must  be  subsistent.  Thus  St. 
Thomas  says:  ^^ Sed  ilia  forma  qua 
non  est  receptihilis  in  materia^  sed  est 
per  se  subsistens,  ex  hoc  ipso  individua- 
tur  quod  non  potest  recipi  in  alio^* 
{Sum.  TheoL,  Pt.  I,  q.  iii,  art.  ii, 
ad  jm).  Consequently,  they  could  not 
conceive  how  form  could  individuate 
unless  it  were  subsistent.  Hence  St. 
Thomas  again  says :  "  /w  his  vero  qua 
non  sunt  composita  ex  materia  et  forma, 
in  quibus  individuatio  non  est  per  ma- 
teriam  individualem,  OPORTET  QUOD 
IPSiS    FORM^    SINT    SUPPOSITA    SUB- 


SISTKNTIA;  unde  in  eis  non  differi 
suppositum  et  natura"  {Ibid.),  The 
truth,  therefore,  is,  i.°  That  the  form  is 
always  what  individuates ;  2.°  That  the 
form  is  either  ideal,  and  is  known  in 
the  species,  and  this  individuates  the 
ideal  being  and  is  the  principle  of  indi- 
viduation (of  the  specific  mdividual), 
but  does  not  multiply  the  being,  is  not 
the  principle  of  the  multiplication  of 
individuals  ;  or  else  it  is  real,  and  then 
it  is  the  principle  of  the  multiplication 
of  individuals.  Moreover,  tne  forms 
of  matter  require  matter  in  order  to 
subsist,  but  they  do  not  receive  from  it 
their  capacity  to  individuate  or  to  multi- 
ply individuals.  Finally,  as  the  ancients 
confoimded  matter  with  subsistence,  so 
they  confounded  form  with  species  or 
idea,  and  therefore  said  that  what  is 
pure  form  is  intellectum  in  actu  (St. 
Thomas,  Sum,  Theol.,  Pt.  I,  q.  Ixvi, 
art.  ii),  which  is  true  only  of  God,  in 
Whom  there  is  no  difference  between 
the  ideal  form  and  the  real  form  or  sub- 
sistence. It  is  not  true  of  the  Angels, 
who  are  imdcrstood,  not  through  Uieir 
subsistence,  but  through  the  idea. 
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Or  do  we  think  the  individual  in  a  body  by  a  subjective 
cognition,  in  virtue  of  that  ontological  law  which  obliges 
us  to  give  to  whatever  we  think  the  form  of  being  and, 
therefore,  individuality,  without  which  there  could  not  be  a 
being  ?    Such  is  the  question  we  have  now  to  answer. 

We  have  touched  upon  it  elsewhere,  and  have  said  that 
bodies  derive  their  true  individuality  from  the  spirit  whose 
term  they  are,  and  do  not  possess  it  in  themselves,  because, 
taken  by  themselves  alone,  apart  from  the  spirit,  they  are 
not  complete  beings,  and  hence  merit  the  appellation  of 
non-beingSy  an  appellation,  however,  which  distinguishes 
them  from  naught*  Detached  from  their  principle,  they  do 
not  subsist,  but  are  only  something  of  a  being,  correspond- 
ing to  an  abstract  concept  of  the  mind.  When,  therefore, 
men  consider  bodies  as  individuals,  they  do  so  in  virtue  of 
the  law  oi  subjective  synthesis. 

1643.  Now  of  bodies  as  united  to  the  spirit  we  may 
speak  in  two  ways,  that  is,  either  according  to  what  we 
know  of  them  through  sense-experience,  or  according  to 
certain  reasonings  having  at  least  a  conjectural  value.  In 
the  former  case,  our  knowledge  is  that  to  which  all  the 
words  invented  to  express  corporeal  things  correspond ;  in 
the  latter,  these  things  are  considered  as  effects  of  a  simple 
ag'ent,  foreign  to  man,  called  corporeal  principle,  and 
under  this  aspect  there  is  no  language  that  can  with  pro- 
priety be  applied  to  them.  At  all  events,  if  it  is  true  that 
this  corporeal  principle  acts  on  our  spirits  and  produces  in 
them  the  effect  of  the  sensible  basis  and  of  the  sensations 
in  which  it  is  clothed;  bodies  must  be  admitted  to  have 
also  an  individuality  borrowed  from  this  their  proximate 
cause,  and  what  might  be  said  of  this  kind  of  individuality 
is  altogether  similar  to  what  may  be  said  of  that  individu- 
ality which  they  have  as  the  term  of  our  spirit.  Let  us, 
therefore,  speak  of  this. 

♦  This  word  non-being  (/M,r>  Sv)  seems  serves  to  interpret  in  a  very  reasonable 

to  us  a  very  precious  one,  and,  if  de-  way  many  utterances  of  the  ancient 

fined  as  we  define  it,  namely,  as  *<  that  phdosophers,   which  otherwise    would 

which  is  on  the  way  to  be  a  being,  but  oe  absurd. 
is  not  yet"  (an  abstract  concept),  it 
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1644.  This  individuality  which  we  attribute  to  bodies  is 
of  two  kinds ;  for  one  may  consider  either,  i.°  the  corposreal 
elements,  which  we  assume  to  be  extended  and  continuous, 
or  2.°  the  bodies  composed  of  these  elements.  The  cor- 
poreal elements  have  no  other  individuality  than  that 
which  they  derive,  i.^  from  the  continuity  of  the  extension 
which  they  occupy,  2.*^  fh)m  the  sensible  diversity  of  that 
extension.  Now,  the  individuality  which  has  for  its  basis 
the  continuous  is  not  a  true  individuality,  because  it  does 
not  impart  to  the  being  any  proper  unity,  since  even  in 
the  continuous  every  assignable  space  is  outside  of  all 
others  and,  therefore,  does  not  form  a  single  and  identical 
being  with  them.  Hence  we  see  that  such  imity  as  can 
belong  to  the  continuous  comes  to  it  solely  fh)m  the 
sentient  principle  to  which  the  whole  of  it  is  present,  and 
which  through  that  very  circumstance  constitutes  it.  It  is, 
therefore,  by  a  subjective  synthesis  on  the  part  of  the 
rational  principle  that  man  attributes  to  the  elements  that 
individuality  which  belongs  solely  to  the  sentient  principle. 

1645.  As  to  composite  bodies,  on  the  other  hand,  they 
are  either  inorganic  or  organic.  Inorganic  bodies  are  still 
less  susceptible  of  unity  and  individuality  than  their 
elements ;  but  the  rational  principle  attributes  it  to  them, 
both  by  the  ontological  law  which  it  must  follow  in  think- 
ing things,  and  by  the  psychological  law  of  subjective 
synthesis.  In  this  process,  nevertheless,  it  is  aided  by  the 
composition  of  the  attractive  forces  belonging  to  the  con- 
stitution of  the  external  world,  on  account  of  which  com- 
position a  body  having  a  centre  of  gravity  seems  to  have 
a  single  force  determining  it  to  one  direction  or  position. 
But  since  that  force  or  cause  of  motion  does  not,  by  itself 
alone,  constitute  the  being  of  the  body,  and  is  an  abstrac- 
tion, it  follows  that  the  individuality  which  may  be  attri- 
buted to  a  body  by  reason  of  the  concentration  of  its  forces 
is  only  an  abstract  and  not  a  specific  individuality. 

1646.  Can  a  better  basis  be  found  for  the  individuality 
of  bodies  in  their  organisation  ? — ^We  reply  that  this  orga- 
nisation may  be  considered  in  two  ways:  i.°  either  as  an 
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effect  of  insensitive,  brute  forces,  or  2.°  as  formed  and 
dominated  by  a  sensitive  principle.  In  the  former  case, 
the  unity  and  individuality  resulting  from  those  forces  is 
still  an  abstraction,  being  merely  attributed  to  the  body  by 
the  rational  principle  in  the  act  of  conceiving  it,  in  virtue 
of  the  law  of  subjective  synthesis.  In  the  latter  case,  the 
sensitive  principle,  in  its  perfect  unity  and  simplicity,  con- 
tains the  true  basis  of  the  individual ;  but  then  the  indivi- 
dual is  no  longer  the  body  but  a  compound  of  (sentient) 
principle  and  (felt)  term  ;  for  in  truth  this  compound  is  one 
and  indivisible. 

1647.  From  what  has  been  said  we  may  derive  a  rule 
enabling  us  to  understand  what  the  specific  idea  is.  We 
can  see  that  it  is  that  idea  which  makes  us  know  a  being, 
and  that  individuated.  Now  in  order  that  it  may  make  us 
know  a  being,  it  must  give  us  knowledge  of  the  se^isible 
basis  of  the  beings  or  of  something  that  answers  the  same 
purpose,  acts  as  a  subject,  as  a  proximate  cause,  in  a  word, 
as  a  centre  of  union  for  that  group  of  qualities  which  deter- 
mines it.  If  these  qualities  are  conceived  as  clothing  the 
being,  we  then  have  the  full  specific  idea,  and  if  they  are 
abstracted,  so  as  to  retain  merely  the  relation  which  the 
basis  of  the  being  has  to  them,  we  have  the  abstract  specific 
idea. 

1648.  But  we  have  also  described  another  synthesis 
which  the  rational  principle  makes,  glided  by  those  dif- 
ferent feelings  into  which  several  different  sensations  repre- 
senting different  beings  are  merged  and  resolved  in  the 
sentient  principle,  for  example,  the  various  sensations 
which  bring  to  the  soul  the  feelings  of  joy,  sadness,  &c. 
These  feelings  become,  as  it  were,  the  cord  which  binds 
together  in  the  thought  the  actions  of  beings  the  most 
different,  and  is  another  source  of  the  genera  which  the 
human  spirit  composes  for  itself. 

1649.  Again,  the  human  spirit,  when  it  has  arrived  at 
the  free  use  of  its  faculties,  makes  syntheses  of  all  kinds, 
binding  together  arbitrarily  any  assemblage  of  things  and 
considering  it  as  a  unity.  This  assists  it  admirably  in  finding 
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the  way  to  shorten  the  processes  of  its  reasoning^,  as  may  be 
seen  in  algebra,  for  example,  in  the  calculation  of  analytic 
functions,  in  which  a  function  of  one  or  more  letters  repre- 
sents in  a  single  aspect  all  the  numberless  modes  in  which 
that  letter  or  those  letters  may  be  combined  between  them- 
selves, or  with  other  quantities;  and  these  same  letters 
are  already  a  synthesis  of  any  number  of  unities  connected 
in  any  way  we  please  according  to  the  needs  of  the  calcu- 
lation. In  order  to  make  these  syntheses  at  will,  the 
rational  principle  uses  sig^ns,  any  one  of  which  may,  of 
course,  represent  many  diflFerent  things  according  as  the 
calculator  may  have  determined  upon.  Hence  the  complex 
ideaSy  any  one  of  which  may  make  known  any  group  of 
other  ideas,  the  last  of  these  being  the  idea  of  whole. 

1650.  At  the  same  time  this  idea  is  not  arbitrary,  but 
has  its  basis  partly  in  the  unity  of  universal  being,  outside 
of  which  there  is  nothing,  as  Parmenides  observed.*  We 
cannot  say  that  it  is  equally  based  upon  the  organism  of 
the  universe,  because  we  might  think  the  whole  even  if  the 
universe  were  not  organised  or  collected,  as  it  is,  so  to 
speak,  into  one  great  being.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
universe,  properly  speaking,  is  not  the  absolute  whole^  but 
only  the  relative  whole. 

•   L/t/diy  7«^  iTCiv  Ji  iTrcu 
AXXo  nrift%  roD  forror. 

Karsten,  Frag,  Parmen.^  w,  95,  96. 
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1651.  The  ideas  of  beings,  then,  whether  specific  or 
generic,  are  formed  by  man  in  that  limited  way  in  which 
he  communicates  with  beings  through  feeling,  and  in 
this  process  he  is  limited  by  certain  laws,  some  of  which 
are  cosmological  and  come  fi-om  the  term  of  his  feeling, 
while  others  are  psychological  and  come  fi-om  the  soul, 
which  turns,  in  accordance  with  its  nature,  to  respond  to 
those  terms  which  are  presented  to  it.  But  what  the  terms 
of  feeling  present  to  the  sense  are  not  the  beings,  but  only 
signs  which  represent  them  to  the  rational  principle,  that 
is,  actions  and  eflfects  which  receive  their  fashion  and 
character  from  the  nature  of  the  recipient  itself,  that  is, 
fix)m  the  soul,  which  is  the  true  efficient  cause  of  them,  the 
agents  foreig^n  to  it  being  only  exciting  causes.  By  his 
natural  feeling,  therefore,  man  is  not  in  direct  communica- 
tion with  beings  in  themselves.  With  these  he  communi- 
cates only  through  his  understanding.  Since,  therefore,  the 
understanding  (whose  proper  object  is  being)  is  obliged  to 
know  beings  fi-om  their  representative  signs,  it  cannot  in 
the  cognition  of  them  go  beyond  what  these  sig^ns  are  fit  to 
indicate.  Man  is,  therefore,  limited  in  his  knowing  by  the 
limited  matter  given  him  to  perform  his  rational  acts  upon. 
This,  however,  does  not  prevent  him  fi-om  acquiring  many 
cognitions  possessed  of  absolute  truth  with  regard  to 
beings.*  Hence  we  see  how  vain  that  philosophy  is  which 
asserts  (I  say  "  asserts,"  because  it  gives  no  proof  for  its 
statements)  that  "the  order  of  man's  cog^nition  perfectly 
corresponds  to  the  order  of  beings ; "  which  is  nothing  less 

♦  Restoration^  Bk.  Ill,  chap,  xlvii. 
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than  transforming  man  into  Grod.  We  will  not  waste  time 
in  refuting  a  paradox  disowned  by  all  the  saner  schools  of 
philosophy.  We  will  rather  proceed  to  indicate  the  law  of 
subjective  analogy. 

1652.  This  law  is  a  new  limitation  added  to  human 
knowing.  Indeed,  if  even  the  cognition  of  those  things  of 
which  man  has  sensible  perception  contains  so  much  that 
is  limited  and  subjective,  how  much  more  will  the  capa- 
bilities of  his  understanding  be  curtailed  when  he  under- 
takes to  arg^e  and  draw  conclusions  concerning  that  of 
which  the  sense  gives  him  no  indication,  no  perception  ? 

Now  it  is  exactly  in  reference  to  those  beings  with 
which  the  sense  does  not  immediately  communicate,  atid 
from  which  man,  therefore,  receives  no  action,  modification 
or  other  effect,  that  analogy  comes  into  play.  What,  then, 
can  man  know  of  such  beings  ? 

1653.  We  have  divided  all  human  cognitions  into  two 
great  classes,  which  we  have  called  that  of  inhiition  and 
that  oi predication. 

Intuitimty  pure  and  simple,  cannot  make  known  to  us 
anything  but  universal  being. 

Predication^  on  the  other  hand,  begins  with  the  sensible 
perception  of  subsistent  being.  Having  such  perception, 
we  know  the  form  of  this  being  in  the  species y  that  is,  in 
universal  being  limited  by  the  sensible  effect  which  is 
referred  to  it ;  and  we  know  its  subsistence  in  ajfflrmation. 
Subsequently  we  analyse  the  form  or  the  matter,  and  thus 
know  its  abstracts  and  its  parts.  Later  still  we  syn- 
thesize ;  and  finally,  confi-onting  several  beings,  we  bring 
out  their  various  relations. 

1654.  Now  \i  perceptio7i  is  not  given  to  us,  we  lack  the 
foundation  for  the  whole  of  this  work.  What  can  take  the 
place  of  this  foundation  ?     I  answer  : 

I  .^  Words  or  other  sig^ns,  which  have  no  virtue  repre- 
sentative of  the  being  in  question  ; 

2.°  Ontological  relations  between  the  beings  that  have 
been  perceived,  and  the  unperceived  being  which  one 
seeks  to  know. 
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Now  those  beings  which  do  not  come  within  human 
perception  are  of  two  kinds :  i .°  those  which  are  pre- 
vented from  coming  within  it  by  an  accident,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  man  who  from  having  been  kept  all  his  life  in  the 
darky  or  having  been  bom  blind,  has  never  seen  colours ; 
2.  those  which  are  naturally  alien  to,  and  therefore  beyond 
the  range  of,  the  human  sensories,  or  the  natural  human 
feeling,  as,  for  example,  pure  spirits. 

As  regards  the  former  class  of  objects,  there  are  no 
ontological  relations  except  through  words;  because  as 
these  objects  are  contingent  beings,  which  the  intuition  of 
universal  and  necessary  being  alone  cannot  reveal,  there 
remains  no  other  means  of  knowing  them  except  non-repre^ 
sentative  signs.  Such  are  the  words  which  make  up  the 
discourse  of  a  person  who  talks  about  colours  to  a  blind 
man:  they  do  not  in  any  way  represent  the  colours  to  him. 
What,  then,  do  they  mean  to  his  understanding  ?  Just  so 
much  as  colours  have  in  common  with  sounds,  and  other 
feelings,  or  sensible  beings  of  which  he  has  had  perception. 
But  this  common  element  is  so  slight  that  it  constitutes, 
not  a  similitudey  but  merely  an  analogy. 

1655.  What  then  is  analogy  1  What  sphere  of  know- 
ledge does  it  comprise? — ^Analogy  is  not  based  Mpon/eel- 
ingy  but  upon  proportion.  In  fact,  among  specifically  dif- 
ferent beings  there  are  often  similar  proportions.  The 
great,  the  small,  the  simple,  the  multiple,  the  greater  or 
lesser  multiplicity  or  numerousness,  &c.,  constitute  proper- 
ties belonging  to  beings,  not  in  so  far  as  they  are  sensibly 
perceived,  but  in  so  far  as  they  are  beings,  or  pertain  to  a 
given  genus  of  beings,  for  example,  the  genus  of  the  contin- 
gent ;  and  these  generic  and  ontological  characteristics  or 
marks  do  not  establish  any  similitude  between  beings,  but 
merely  what  is  called  afialogy. 

1656.  Non  -  representative  signs,  therefore,  impart  to 
man  an  a7talogical  knowledge  of  such  beings,  whereby  at 
the  same  time  he  acquires  the  knowledge  of  their  subsist- 
ence.    He  does  not  acquire  the  knowledge  of  their  positive 

farmSy  but,  instead,  a  knowledge  of  certain  determinations y 
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which  are  sufficient  to  prevent  him  from  confounding  them 
with  other  beings,  and  which  may  be  called  analogical 
formSy  substitutes  for  positive  forms. 

1657.  The  same  may  be  said  of  the  Angels,  who  are 
likewise  contingent  beings ;  only  that,  as  they  are  complete 
beings  and  not  mere  accidents,  like  the  colours,  &c.,  they 
may  also  make  themselves  known  by  certain  effects  pro- 
duced by  them — not,  however,  immediate  and  representa- 
tive effects  like  those  wherein  we  feel  the  immediate  action 
of  a  being  in  us,  the  action  which  represents  to  us  its 
nature  ;  but  those  mediate  and  external  effects  from  which 
we  infer  its  subsistence  and  some  of  its  endowments  or 
powers.  Now  such  effects  are  wont  to  be  referred  to 
powers  similar  to  those  whereof  we  have  positive  know- 
ledge, except  that  we  conceive  these  powers  as  of  greater 
efficacy,  if  the  effects,  without  differing  in  kind,  differ  in 
amplitude  from  those  which  we  observe  in  nature.  Never- 
theless we  can  never  be  certain  of  the  exactness  of  this 
similarity,  because  we  know  that  sometimes  there  are  those 
causes  to  which  the  ancients  gave  the  name  of  equivocal^ 
and  which  do  not  resemble  their  effects  except  in  a  virtual 
and  eminent  way.  In  this  case  the  concept  of  such  causes 
or  powers  could  be  for  us  only  analogous  to  the  causes  or 
powers  known  positively. 

1658.  But  as  regards  the  knowledge  of  the  absolute  and 
infinite  being,  that  is,  of  God,  it  may  come  to  us  from  three 
sources : — 

i.°  From  revelation.  Apart  from  the  internal  light  of 
grace,  this  gives  us  only  an  analogous  knowledge,  for  the 
simple  reason  that  it  is  communicated  to  us  by  means  of 
words  only,  that  is,  of  non-representative  signs ; 

2.°  From  the  effects ^  that  is,  from  the  creation,  &c. 
These  also  give  us  only  an  analogous  knowledge,  because 
we  do  not  see  the  mode  of  the  action  which  produces  them, 
and  know  only  by  ontological  reasoning  that  here  the 
cause  is  equivocal  to  its  effects  and  supereminent ; 

3.°  From  ontological  reasoning.  This  again  gives  us 
analogical  cognitions  of  God,  but  at  the  same  time  shows 
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us  that  such  cognitions  are  merely  analogical  and,  there- 
fore, altogether  insufficient  to  make  known  to  us  the 
Supreme  Being  positively.  It  shows  us,  moreover,  that 
whereas  the  beings  which  can  be  known  to  us  positively 
are  known  in  two  ways:  (i)  in  their  essence  by  way  of 
species  [intuition],  (2)  in  their  subsistence  by  way  of  feel- 
ing and  affirmation ;  a  positive  knowledge  of  God  cannot 
be  had  in  either  of  these  ways  taken  separately;  hence  there 
must  be  a  third  mode  of  intellective  vision  or  apprehension, 
of  which  we  have  no  example  in  nature,  but  which  is  of 
such  a  kind  that  the  subsistence  is  perceived  in  the  idea 
itself. 

1659.  We  must,  therefore,  distingfuish  two  operations 
performed  by  our  minds  with  respect  to  the  Supreme 
Being:  the  formation  of  an  analogous  knowledge,  and  the 
knowing  that  this  knowledge  is  inadequate  and  imperfect. 
This  is  the  highest  knowledge  that  we  can  have  of  God  by 
natural  means.  But  we  will  explain  more  clearly  this 
analogical  knowledge. 

1660.  In  the  first  place  we  must  lay  it  down  as  a  certainty 
that  man  has  not  by  nature  the  vision  of  God.  Those  who 
say  that  he  has  commit  an  error  opposed  alike  to  revela- 
tion, to  theological  science,  and  to  philosophy,  which  in 
this  is  simply  the  interpreter  of  the  general  sense  of  men. 
Revelation  tells  us  that  "  No  man  hath  seen  God  at  any 
time,  nor  can  see  Him."*  Theological  science  teaches  that 
we  do  not  know  what  God  is,  but  only  that  He  is,  and 
hence  cannot  even  know  this  except  by  argumentative 
inference.!  Philosophy  finds,  that  in  order  to  account 
for  human  cognitions  it  is  indeed  necessary  to  admit 
that  man  knows  "what  being  is,"  and  therefore  has  the 
intuition  of  "being"  but  nothing  more,  not  the  intuition 
of  the  First  Being.     Hence  the  greatest  of  Italian  philo- 

*  1  Timothy  vi,  16;    John\^  18;    I  nota^  sed  indiget  demonstrari  per  va 

jfohn  iv,  12.  qua  sunt  magis  nota  quoad  nos,  et  minus 

t  H<EC  proposition  Deus  est,  quantum  nota  quoad  naturam,  scilicet  per  effec- 

in  se  est n  per  se  nota  est ;  quia  prcedica-  tus  (St.  Thomas,  Sum.   Theol,^  Pt.  I, 

turn  est  idem  cum  suhjecto ;  Deus  enim  q.  ii,  art.  i. — See  also  Theod.t   55-60, 

est  suum  esse. — Sed  quia  nos  non  scimus  75-78). 
de  Deo  quid  est,  non  est  nobis  per  se 
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sophers  and  theologians  writes :  "  Veritatem  esse  IN  COM- 
MUNi  est  per  se  noium^  sed  Prim  AM  Veritatem  essey  hoc  non 
est  per  se  notuvi  quoad  nos"*  and  recognises  that  the  intellec- 
tive virtue  or  power  would  not  be  if  it  had  not  in  it  a 
certain  similitude  of  Grod,t  which  is  not  God,  but  is  universal 
bcingy  which  may  fitly  be  said  to  resemble  God,  not  indeed 
as  two  real  beings  resemble  each  other,  but  as  a  real  being 
resembles  its  ideal  essence  which  makes  it  known*;  since 
the  realisation  of  an  essence  may  be  said  to  resemble  that 
essence,  although  it  would  be  more  proper  to  say  that  the 
ideal  essence  is  the  similitude  of  the  realised  being,  which 
is,  therefore,  known  through  and  in  it.J 

1 66 1.  Setting  aside,  therefore,  the  error  that  the  object 
of  man's  natural  intuition  is  God,  it  remains  to  consider 
what  cognitions  it  is  possible  for  us,  by  natural  means,  to 
attain  of  this  Being  Who  is  superior  to  nature. 

Universal  being  in  so  far  as  intuited  by  our  mind 
does  not  make  any  real  being  known  to  us,  so  that  by 
it  alone  we  should  not  even  know  that  such  a  thing  as  a 
real  being  existed.  Moreover,  since  it  is  a  light  perfectly 
simple  and  uniform,  nothing  is  distingfuished  in  it,  not 
even  the  elementary  ideas ;  for  all  ideas,  except  that 
of  being,  are  always  reducible  to  relations  which  real 
things  have  to  ideal  being,  or  to  relations  between  rela- 
tions, or  else  to  abstracts  of  such  relations  discovered 
through  different  glances  of  our  spirit.  Consequently,  even 
the  first  principles  of  reasoning,  which  are  applied  ideas, 
are  not  naturally  possessed  by  man,  but  are  formed  by  his 
referring  real  beings  to  universal  being. 

Hence  it  is  that  the  highest  ideas,  and  even  the  highest 
principles,  retain  something  of  the  limitation  belonging  to 
the  real  beings,  from  which  they  have  been  derived  through 

♦  Sum,   TTteoL,  Pt.  I,  q.  ii,  art.  ii,  prima  luce  derivatum   {Sum,    Theal,^ 

ad  3m.  Pi.  I,  q.  xii,  art.  ii).     Here,  however, 

t  Cum  ipsa  intclUctiva  virtus  crea-  we  must  distinguish  the  objective  light 

tura  non  sit  Dei  essentia^  relinquitur  of   the  intellect    from   the    subjective 

quod  sit  aliqua  participativa  similitudo  power  of  the  same  intellect  which  is 

ipsius  qui  est  primus  inteiiectus.    Unde  illumined  by  that  light. 

et  virtus  inteilectualis  creatures  lumen  J  New  Essay ^  vol.  iii,  1 1 80- 1 1 89. 
quoddam  intelligibile  dicitur,  quasi  a 
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the  action  of  our  spirits  ;  and  real  beings  are  those  whidi 
we  perceive  through  the  sense,  and  first  of  all  the  corporeal 
beings.  Universal  being  alone  has  no  limitation,  and  it 
is  what  gives  to  man  the  power  of  knowing  the  limitations 
of  his  ideas  themselves,  and  of  avoiding  the  error  of  taking 
as  unlimited  and  absolute  that  knowledge  which  is  limited 
and  relative ;  thus  insuring  to  him  the  possession  of  truth. 

1662.  Let  us  take  as  examples  some  of  the  more  general 
ideas,  which  are  afterwards  converted  into  directive  prin- 
ciples of  reasoning. 

I .°  Essence  and  subsistence.  The  things  which  fall  under 
our  perception,  being  contingent,  have  not  their  subsistenu 
in  their  essence  itself ^  and,  therefore,  they  may  be  thought 
without  at  the  same  time  being  actually  subsistent.  Hence 
when  we  think  an  essence^  and  pronounce  the  word  that 
signifies  it,  we  do  not  mean  to  include  subsistence^  but  posit 
the  first  without  the  second.  This  is  the  only  concept  we 
have  of  the  essences  of  things,  and,  consequently,  the  only 
language  whereby  to  express  ourselves  in  regard  to  them. 
When,  therefore,  we  think  of  God,  Who  does  not  come 
under  our  perception,  we  apply  to  Him  the  concept  of 
essence  thus  limited,  and  also  the  similarly  limited  concept 
of  subsistence,  and  reason  about  Him  after  the  analogy  of 
the  things  known  to  us  in  this  manner.  Not  having,  there- 
fore, any  term  to  express  the  identity  of  essence  with  sub- 
sistence, which  alone  would  properly  express  the  Supreme 
Being,  we  are  obliged  to  apply  to  Him  two  imperfect 
terms,  and  speak  of  the  divine  essence  and  the  divine  subsist- 
ence separately  as  if  they  were  two  things ;  nor  could  we 
without  error  attribute  to  the  essence  of  God  what  belongs 
to  His  subsistence,  or  vice  versa  ;  although  in  God  the  two 
are  one  and  the  same  thing.  Hence,  as  theologians  wisely 
observe,  we  may  say  with  truth  that  God  (subsistence,  sub- 
sistent person)  generates  God  (another  subsistent  person) ; 
but  we  cannot  say  that  Godhead  (the  essence)  generates 
Godhead  (another  essence).  This  second  proposition  would 
posit  a  plurality  of  Gods,  whereas  the  first  posits  only  a 
plurality  of  persons,  because  the  substantive  word  God, 
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taken  to  mean  subsistence,  is  equivalent  to  the  word  person. 
It  is  true  that  subsequently  ontological  reasoning  (in  which 
our  reasonings  carried  on  by  means  of  derivative  ideas  are 
compared  with  universal  being)  corrects  the  limitation  of 
our  thought,  and  shows  our  language  to  be  imperfect ;  but 
at  the  same  time  it  has  nothing  to  offer  as  a  proper  substi- 
tute. It  protects  us  from  error,  but  fails  to  give  us  other 
ideas  or  other  terms  suited  to  the  Divinity,  which  would 
enable  us  to  reason  with  strict  accuracy  about  it.  Hence 
we  are  always  left  under  the  necessity  of  adopting  the 
roundabout  method  of  first  reasoning  about  God  with  im- 
perfect ideas  drawn  from  contingent  natures — the  only 
ideas  we  have  —  and  afterwards  recognising  that  this 
reasoning  of  ours  is  imperfect,  limited,  inadequate,  without 
being  able  to  change  it  into  a  more  perfect  one,  unlimited, 
and  adequate  to  the  great  subject.* 

1663.  2.°  Generic  essencCy  abstract  specific  essefue^  full 
specific  essence  (formed,  individuated).  In  God  these  distinc- 
tions do  not  exist;  and  yet  the  ideas  by  means  of  which  we 
reason  (and  we  have  no  others)  belong  always  to  one  or 
another  of  these  three  modes.  The  words  also  which  we 
use  in  reasoning  mark  these  three  modes  of  ideas.  Hence 
even  in  reasoning  about  God,  we  cannot  help  using  such 
terms  and  such  ideas,  although  they  are  altogether  in- 
adequate to  and  disaccordant  with  the  Divine  Being. 

WisdoMy  goodfiesSy  power y  &c.y  are  generic  ideas  express- 
ing the  abstract  perfections  of  beings  ;  Godhead  is  an  ab- 
stract specific  idea  ;  Gody  taken  as  a  common  noun,  denotes 
a  specific  essence,  full,  individuated;  taken  as  a  proper 
noun,  it  denotes  a   subsistent  person.     Now,   with  these 


♦  Licet  autem^  secundum  rem^  sit 
idem  Deus  quod  Deitas^  non  tamen  est 
idem  modus  significandi  utrobique. 
Nam  hoc  nomen  Deus,  quia  sigtiijicat 
DIVINAM  ESSENTIAM  IN  HABENTE,  ex 
modo  sua  significatumis  naturaliter 
habet  quod  possit  supponere  pro  per- 
sona. Et  sic  ea  qua:  sunt  propria  per- 
sonarum^  possunt  pradicari  de  hoc 
nomine^  Deus^  ut  dicatur  quod  Deus  est 
genitus  vel  generans,    Sed  hoc  nomen 


ESSENTIA  non  habet  ex  modo  sua  sig- 
nificationis  quod  supponat  pro  persona  ; 
quia  significat  ESSENTIAM  UT  FORMAM 
ABSTRACTAM.  Et  ideo  ea  qua  sunt 
propria  personarum^  quihus  ab  inm'cem 
distinguuntur^  non  possunt  essentia 
attribui,  Significaretur  enim  quod  esset 
distinctio  in  essentia  ditnna^  sicut  est 
distinctio  in  suppositis  (St.  Thomas, 
Sum.  Theol.f  Pt.  I,  q.  xzxiz,  v). 
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ideas  we  reason  about  the  Supreme  Being,  and  apply  to 
Him  the  words  which  express  them.  But  in  God,  properly 
speaking,  there  is  neither  generic  essence,  nor  abstract 
specific  essence,  nor  full  specific  essence.  He  is  a  subsis- 
tent  Being,  perfectly  simple,  without  division  of  any  kind. 
Nevertheless  we  place  division  in  Him  by  applying  to  Him 
those  ideas  taken  from  the  perception  of  contingent  things, 
in  which  there  really  are  the  distinctions  which  those  dis- 
tinct and  separate  ideas  make  known  to  us.  Not  having,  in 
this  life,  any  other  means  of  knowing  except  the  use  of  these 
ideas,  we  are  compelled  to  have  recourse  to  it  also  in  our 
attempts  to  know  God  and,  in  part,  we  thus  come  to  know 
Him  truly;  because  the  supervening  ontological  reason- 
ing makes  us  aware,  i.°  that  all  those  perfections  which 
outside  of  God  are  separate,  in  God  are  God  Himself;  * 
2.°  that  the  Godhead  which  we  conceive  as  an  abstract 
form,  in  God  is  the  subsistent  God  Himself  ;t  3.°  finally, 
that  the  word  Gody  which  we  frequently  take  as  a  common 


♦  Hence  St.  Thomas,  treading  in  the 
footsteps  of  ecclesiastical  tradition, 
wisely  says :  "  Prima  considerandum 
estf  quod  ratio  cujuslihet  est  quam  sif^- 
nijficat  nomen  ejus,  sicut  ratio  lapidis 
est  quam  significat  nomen  ejus.  Nomina 
autem  sunt  signa  intellectualium  con^ 
ceptionum :  unde  ratio  uniuscujusque 
ret  significata  per  nomen  est  conceptio 
intellectus,  quam  significat  nomen, — 
Intellectus  autem  noster  Deum  compre^ 
hendere  non  potest,  nee  IPSUM  in  ES- 
SENTIA SUA  VIDERE  IN  STATU  VI/E, 
sed  aliqualiter  ex  rebus  creatis  ipsum 
cognoscit.  DiverstB  autem  perfectiones 
rerum  creatarum,  puta  sapientia, 
TfolunteUy  et  hujusmodi,  reprasentant 
quidem  imperfecte  divitiam  perfec- 
tionem. — Et  similiter  intellectus  noster 

EX  REBUS  CREATIS  SCIENTIAM  ACCI- 
PIENS  PER  DIVERSAS  CONCEPTIONES 
ASSIMILATUR  UNI  DIVIN^E  ESSENTIiE, 
LICET  IMPERFECTE.  Sic  igitur  honitos, 
sapientia,  et  potentia,  et  si  quid  aliud 
hujusmodi  de  Deo  dicimus,  DIFFERUNT 
RATIONE  PROPTER  DIVERSAS  CONCEP- 
TIONES INTELLECTUS  NOSTRI,  sed  idem 
sunt  re,  quia  essentia  divina  est  una  et 
eadem,  quam  intellectus  noster  DIVERSIS 
CONCEPTION  I  BUS  reprasentat ;  sicut 
etiam  diversa  res  reprasentant  essen- 


tiam  divinam  diversis  formis.  Sic 
igitur  sane  intelligi  potest  quod  primo 
ponitur.  Quia  omnis  perfectio  est  in 
Deo  verissime,  cum  alia  sit  sapientice, 
alia  honitatis  verissima  ratio,  oportet 
quod  hac  in  Deo  differant  ratione  ;  quia 
vero  modo  simplici  in  ipso  sunt,  sunt 
idem  re"  (Opusc,  viii,  De  A rticulis  cviii, 
sumptis  ex  Opere  Petri  de  Tarantasia). 
In  this  passage  we  must  observe  that 
the  expression  in  Deo  differunt  ratione 
means  secundum  diversas  conceptiones 
intellectus  nostri,  as  is  afterwards  ex- 
plained, and  therefore  places  no  real 
distinction  in  God  Himself. 

t  This,  again,  is  the  teaching  of  the 
wise  philosopher  of  Aquino :  '*  Z>^  rehus 
simpiicibus  loquinon  possumus  nisi  per 
modum  compositorum,  A  QUI  BUS  COG- 
NITIONEM  ACCIPIMUS ;  et  ideo  de  Deo 
loquentes  utimur  nominibus  concretis, 
ut  significemus  ejus  substantiam  ;  quia 
apud  tws  twn  subsistunt  nisi  composita  ; 
et  utimur  nominibus  abstractis  ut  sig- 
nificemus ejus  simplicitatem.  Quod 
ergo  dicitur  deltas,  vel  vita,  vel  aliquid 
hujusmodi  esse  in  Deo,  referendum  est 

o/dIVERSITATEM  QUiK  EST  IN  ACCEP- 
TIONE  INTELLECTUS  NOSTRI,  et  non  ad 
aliquam.  dtversitatem  rei*'^  {Sum,  Theol,, 
Pt.  I,  q.  iii,  art.  iii,  ad  i). 
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noun,  and  hence  apply  it,  though  improperly,  to  several 
beings,  does  not  express  a  species^  but  a  true  subsistent 
being.  But  the  reasoning  which  tells  us  that  this  must  be 
so  with  respect  to  the  Supreme  Being,  does  not  explain  to 
us  h(m  it  is  so,  in  other  words,  does  not  cause  us  to  see  any 
subsistent  perfection,  any  subsistent  abstract  species,  any 
subsistent  full  species.  Hence  it  tells  us  what  Grod  is  not 
(/.^.,.that  He  is  not  anything  divided  into  genus,  species 
and  subsistence),  but  does  not  reveal  to  us  the  nature  of  "a 
subsistence  which  in  its  simplicity  includes  that  which  has 
genus  and  species ; "  it  does  not  show  us,  does  not  cause  us 
to  perceive,  to  think  such  a  subsistence  any  more  than  the 
definition  of  colour  causes  a  blind  man  to  represent  colours 
to  himself.  It  shows  us  the  terms,  but  not  their  nexus^  in 
which  the  Divine  Being  consists. 

1664.  These  are  principles  common  to  all  theologians, 
and  to  the  most  famous  philosophers ;  and  as  they  are  im- 
mutable, so  they  prove  that  there  is  direct  opposition  be- 
tween the  Catholic  faith,  as  well  as  between  philosophic 
reasoning,  and  that  system  which  teaches, 

i.°  That  the  order  of  our  conceptions  is  perfectly  on  a 
par  with  the  order  of  things.  This  is  not  true  in  the  case 
of  divine  things,  and  of  all  those  which  do  not  fall  under 
our  perception ; 

2.°  That  God  is  the  object  of  the  natural  intuition  of 
the  human  mind.  If  this  were  the  case,  the  human  mind 
would  have  conceptions  adequate  to  the  Supreme  Being. 

These  two  statements  are  two  errors  most  grave  both 
in  themselves  and  in  their  consequences,  one  of  which  is 
pantheism. 

1665.  Let  us  conclude: 

i.°  About  God  and  things  that  do  not  come  within  our 
perception,  we  are,  in  virtue  of  a  subjective  law  of  our 
rational  principle,  obliged  to  reason  according  to  the 
analogy  of  the  things  perceived  by  us ; 

2.°  This  reasoning  leads  us  to  a  knowledge  which  is 
negative  and  limited,  but  true,  not  false  ; 

3.°  To  reach  this  knowledge — the  only  one  possible  for 
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us  with  regard  to  such  things — we  must  take  our  ideas  as 
they  are,  without  capriciously  confounding  or  altering  them. 
In  like  manner  we  must  use  current  terms  in  their  ordinary 
meaning,  in  accordance  with  the  important  rule  of  the 
School:  ^^ Ad  vcritatem  locutimium  no?i  solum  oportet  con- 
siderare  res  significatas^  sed  etiam  modum  stgnificandi**  [Sum, 
TheoLy  Pt.  I,  9,  xxxix,  art.  iv,  v) ; 

4.°  Finally,  ontological  reasoning  is  what  makes  us 
aware  of  the  limitation  and  imperfection  of  our  knowledge, 
and  so  shields  us  from  error ;  because  he  does  not  err  who, 
having  a  limited  and  imperfect  knowledge,  knows  that  it  is 
such,  and  does  not  take  it  for  positive  and  perfect  know- 
ledge. And  this  mental  attitude  is  the  only  thing  that 
comes  up  to  complete  conformity  with  absolute  truth,  so 
that  the  order  of  beings  corresponds  to  what  this  last  way 
of  reasoning  puts  in  our  minds.  It  is  little  enough,  no 
doubt,  and  yet,  we  repeat,  it  is  enough  to  shield  us  from 
error,  enough  to  enable  us  to  use  our  other  imperfect  cogni- 
tions to  our  advantage,  without  any  illusion. 
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CHAPTER  XXXIV. 

PSYCHOLOGICAL  LAWS  CORRESPONDING  TO  THE  COSMO- 
LOGICAL  LAWS  WHICH  DIRECT  THE  PRACTICAL  REASON. 
— PSYCHOLOGICAL   LAW  OF  SPONTANEITY. 

1666.  As  we  have  reduced  the  cosmological  laws  of  the 
rational  principle — that  is,  the  laws  which  the  nature  and 
order  of  the  world  impose  upon  it — to  two,  that  of  motion 
and  that  of  harwony ;  so,  likewise,  we  may  reduce  to  two 
the  psychological  laws  corresponding  to  them,  conformably 
to  what  we  have  said,  that  in  the  operation  of  the  rational 
principle  something  is  due  to  the  exciting  term,  and  some- 
thing to  the  activity  of  the  excited  principle  itself.  In  so 
far  as  this  principle,  on  receiving  the  excitation,  adds  to  it 
something  of  its  own,  it  acts  according  to  the  law  of  spon- 
taneity; and  in  so  far  as,  on  receiving  the  harmonious 
elements  from  the  world,  it  further  contributes  something 
of  its  own  energy  in  order  to  render  its  action  harmonious 
and,  as  such,  enjoyable,  it  exhibits  in  itself  a  law  of  har- 
mony which  completes  and  informs  the  harmony  of  the 
world.  To  this  harmony  we  give  the  appellation  of 
psychtcaly  thus  to  distinguish  it  from  that  harmonious 
matter  (if  we  may  so  call  it)  which  it  receives  from  the 
action  of  things  different  from  it. 

1667.  Although,  therefore,  we  have  now  to  discourse  on 
spontaneity,  we  will  not  stop  to  describe  its  nature,  having 
done  so  elsewhere.*  We  will  merely  touch  upon  some  of 
the  more  special  characteristics  and  accidents  which  it 
manifests  in  its  acts,  and  which  are  most  apt  to  escape 
observation.     Of  these  accidents  the  two  that  most  deser\'e 

♦  Anthropology^  Bk.  II,  439,  440. 
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to  be  considered  are :  i .°  that  spontaneity  sometimes  acts 
in  man  secretly,  that  is,  without  his  being  conscious  of  it, 
and  2.°  that  the  terms  of  man's  rational  attention  are  the 
only  things  in  which  he  feels  an  interest,  and  of  which  he 
becomes  readily  conscious. 

ARTICLE  I. 
MarCs  Direct  Life,   and  Life  of  Reflection, 

1668.  By  what  we  are  now  about  to  say  we  shall  com- 
plete what  we  said  before  respecting  consciousness. 

We  have  seen  that  ideal  being,  the  object  of  man's 
natural  intuition,  does  not  by  itself  alone  impart  to  him 
any  consciousness,  and  that  for  the  formation  of  conscious- 
ness a  stimulus  or  real  term  is  required.*  This  is  the  first 
condition,  but  it  is  not  the  only  one. 

We  added  another  when  we  observed  that,  in  order  to 
bring  about  consciousness,  the  human  principle  must  have 
its  rational  attention  directed  to  itself  by  the  feeling  of  that 
need  which  we  have  described  as  "the  instinctive  tendency 
to  complete  an  action  once  begun"  (570-580).  Nor  would 
there  be  any  force  in  the  allegation  that  man  ought  at  once 
to  be  moved  to  form  the  consciousness  of  himself  for  the 
simple  reason  that  this  is  naturally  a  pleasurable  thing  to 
him  ;  for  the  mere  absence  of  a  natural  pleasure  is  not  by 
itself  a  need,  nor  does  pleasure  become  a  need  so  long  as  it 
is  not  experienced. 

1669.  In  continuation,  then,  we  will  observe, 

i.°  That  consciousness  does  not  belong  to  the  know- 
ledge oi  intuition^  but  to  that  oi predication; 

2.°  That  the  rational  activity  has  two  stages,  in  the 
first  of  which  man  (still  unconscious)  enjoys  truths  in 
the  second,  enjoys  the  possession  of  truth  (that  is,  when 
he  has  arrived  at  the  consciousness  of  such  possession). 

•  St.  Thomas  means  the  same  thing  lective  principle  does  not  know  itself 

when  he  lays  down  the  principle  that  by  its  own  nature,  but  has  to  acquire 

"  IntelUctns  intelligit  se  ipsum  sicut  et  the  knowledge  of  itself  (which  is  con- 

alia  "  (Sum.   Tkeol.,  Pt.  I,  q.  Ixxxvii,  sciousness)  just  as  it  has  that  of  other 

art.  i),  in  other  words,  that  the  intel-  things. 
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What  is  said  of  enjoying  must  equally  be  said  of  know- 
ing. At  the  first  stage,  man  knows  truth ;  in  the  second, 
he  knows  that  he  knows  it  (has  consciousness  of  it).  And 
this  is  applicable,  not  only  to  truth,  but  also  to  every 
good  and  every  evil.  At  the  first  stage,  man  enjoys  good 
and  suffers  evil;  at  the  second,  he  is  pleased  with  the 
enjoyment  of  his  own  good,  and  feels  pain  at  suffering  his 
own  evil.  These  two  stages  constitute  two  very  different 
states  of  man,  which  are  not  at  all  easy  to  distinguish. 
The  philosopher  is  the  man  of  reflection  and  consciousness, 
and,  therefore,  he  readily  stops  at  the  second  stage,  and 
disowns  what  is  in  the  previous  feeling  and  does  not  enter 
into  his  consciousness. 

1670.  It  follows,  that  in  man  there  are  two  principles  of 
action ;  by  the  one  he  tends  to  unite  himself  to  his  term  and 
to  enjoy  it,  by  the  other  he  tends  to  know  and  enjoy  his 
union  with  his  term,  ix.y  to  have  consciousness  of  his  own 
enjoyment. 

The  former  of  these  principles  of  action  and  stages  of 
activity  constitutes  man's  direct  life^  the  second  his  life  of 
reflection. 

1 67 1.  The  man  who  lives  the  life  of  reflection  because 
of  his  being  constituted  in  the  second  stage  of  activity,  and 
his  operating  with  the  second  of  his  active  principles,  is 
identified  with  this  principle.  The  reason  of  this  is,  that 
"Man  is  actually  the  principle  which  operates."  When  he 
operates  with  the  first  principle,  he  is  actually  the  direct 
principle;  when  he  operates  with  the  second,  he  is  actually 
the  reflex  principle ;  because  for  him  to  "operate,"  and  to  be 
the  "  operating  principle,"  is  one  and  the  same  thing.  If, 
then,  in  the  operations  of  his  life  of  reflection  man  is  the 
reflex  principlcy  what  wonder  is  it  if  he  deny  his  previous 
state,  and  come  to  believe  that  all  that  takes  place  in  him 
is  accompanied  by  consciousness?  Certainly  the  reflex 
principle  cannot  know  the  state  on  which  reflection  has  not 
fallen.  It  therefore  denies  whatsoever  does  not  enter  into 
its  sphere,  whatever  is  not  reflex. 

1672.  It  is  as  a  reflex  principle  that  man  speaks  a  Ian- 
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g^age  complete  in  all  its  parts,  and  that  he  deals  becom- 
ingly with  his  fellows.  Social  life  is,  for  the  most  part,  a 
life  of  reflection,  so  that  if  this  kind  of  life  were  to  disappear 
firom  the  world,  society  would  be  dissolved  and  human  in- 
tercourse would  be  impossible.  Hence  the  superior  excel- 
lence of  this  life  as  compared  with  the  direct. 

1673.  And  yet  it  must  not  be  supposed  that  the  good  of 
the  reflex  life  is  more  excellent  than  that  of  the  direct.  The 
good  of  the  direct  life  is  fundamental  good,  good  itself;  the 
reflex  life  is  only  another  way  of  enjoying  the  good  sup- 
plied by  the  direct  life.  The  reflex  life,  therefore,  though 
more  elevated,  more  luminous,  more  attractive,  is  not  more 
noble,  or  more  precious,  than  the  primitive  and  direct  life. 

1674.  On  the  other  hand,  it  must  not  be  supposed  that 
the  reflex  life  extends  always  to  all  the  goods  (or,  for  that 
matter,  to  all  the  evils)  of  the  direct  life.  While  man  lives 
the  reflex  and  social  life,  he  performs  very  many  actions 
that  belong  solely  to  the  direct  life,  actions  of  which  he  is 
not  conscious  and  does  not  speak.  These  begin,  develope 
and  are  completed  within  him  in  profound  silence;  and  yet 
they  are  of  immense  importance  to  human  subsistence  and 
happiness.  Two  active  principles,  therefore,  operate,  the 
one  in  presence  of  the  other,  and  man  is  now  the  one  and 
now  the  other ;  but  the  one  operates  silently  and,  so  to 
speak,  in  the  shade,  the  other  is  loquacious  and  runs  freely 
through  an  open  and  luminous  field. 

1675.  By  means  of  this  theory,  and  this  alone,  can  we 
explain  many  human  facts,  among  which  I  shall  mention 
the  pleasure  afforded  by  sleep. 

It  is  an  undoubted  fact  that  when  a  man  has  been  long 
awake,  or  has  exhausted  his  strength  with  hard  labour,  he 
feels  the  need  of  sleep,  and  finds  the  greatest  delight  in 
abandoning  himself  to  it.  I  have  known  men  who  pre- 
ferred the  pleasure  of  a  placid  sleep  to  the  keenest  enjoy- 
ments of  life.  Now  what  is  sleep  but  an  animal  function 
in  which  man  loses,  at  least  in  great  part,  the  consciousness 
of  himself,  and  the  power  of  acting  with  free  reflection  r 
And  yet  man  feels  delight,  both,  in  passing  from  wakeful- 
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ness  to  sleep,  in  which  he  gradually  loses  consciousness,, 
and  in  sleep  itself,  during  which  consciousness  is  lost.  Of 
course,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  pleasure  of  sleep  consists 
vci  foreseeing  the  advantage  that  will  come  from  it,  the  truth 
being  that  this  pleasure  consists  in  losing  all  foresight,  and 
that  as  long  as  foresight  lasts  in  the  mind  there  is  no  sleep. 
Nor,  again,  can  it  be  said  that  the  pleasure  in  question 
arises  from  feeling,  after  one  awakes,  that  one's  animal 
forces  have  been  restored;  because  the  delightful  feeling 
which  follows  a  sound  sleep  is  a  pleasure  belonging  to  the 
state  of  wakefulness,  and  not  to  that  of  sleep,  which  is 
already  past.  When,  therefore,  a  man  feels  eager  to  lose 
consciousness  by  passing  from  wakefulness  to  sleep,  then 
the  pleasure  of  the  direct  life  prevails  over  the  pleasure  of 
the  reflex  lifcy  and  man  desires  that  the  latter  should  cease 
for  a  time  in  order  that  he  may  more  fully  enjoy  the  former. 
Thus,  there  is  a  kind  of  equilibrium  between  the  two  lives, 
a  balancing  of  the  pleasure  and  need  of  the  one  against  the 
pleasure  and  need  of  the  other,  with  the  result  that  now  the 
one  prevails,  and  now  the  other.  Hence  the  two  lives,  in 
other  words,  waking  and  sleeping,  alternate  incessantly. 

1676.  Here  the  question  spontaneously  presents  itself: 
Which  man  is  it  that  desires  the  transition  from  waking  to 
sleeping,  and  the  state  of  sleep  itself?  Is  it  the  one  consist- 
ing actually  in  the  reflex  principky  or  the  one  consisting 
actually  in  the  direct  pripuiple  /  To  convince  us  that  it  is 
the  man  of  the  direct,  and  not  of  the  reflex  principle,  a  very 
simple  experiment  will  suffice.  Let  a  person  who  is  in  the 
act  of  falling  asleep  think  of  what  is  just  going  to  happen 
in  him,  that  is  to  say,  let  him  think  of  the  cessation  of  his 
reflex  thought,  and  of  that  very  thought  with  which  he  is 
observing  by  what  steps  sleep  comes  about ;  he  will  feel  a 
kind  of  horror  at  it.  I  have  several  times  tried  this  experi- 
ment, and  I  have  always  seemed  to  dread  the  approach  of 
sleep  as  the  approach  of  a  kind  of  death.  It  was  the  reflex 
principle  that  felt  this  horror,  because  it  foresaw  the 
annihilation  of  its  action.  The  pleasure  of  sleep,  therefore, 
does  not  belong  to  the  reflex,  but  to  the  direct  principle. 
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The  former  shrinks  from  it;  the  latter  enjoys  it.  This 
proves  that  a  man  who  lives  the  reflex  life  does  not,  on  this 
account,  emerge  entirely  from  the  direct  life.  He  enjoys 
partly  the  one,  partly  the  other,  although  with  different 
actualities,  the  one  unknown  to  the  other. 


ARTICLE   II. 

The  Limitation  of  the  radical  force  of  the  Soul  sometimes  suppresses, 

sometimes  limits  Reflection, 

1677.  The  direct  life  and  the  life  of  reflection  are  two 
actualities,  which  are  developed  from  the  essence  of  the 
rational  soul.  They  belong  to  the  order  of  second  acts, 
they  do  not  constitute  the  first  act,  the  essence,  the  radical 
force  of  the  soul. 

Now  the  soul,  being  a  limited  being,  has  a  limited 
radical  force.  I  do  not  mean  limited  in  the  sense  that  it 
may  not  increase  indefinitely  through  increases  in  its  terms, 
since  in  this  respect  its  receptivity  is  unlimited;  but  limited 
in  the  degree  of  intensity  with  which  it  can  adhere  and 
bind  itself  to  the  terms  that  are  given  to  it.  Hence  the 
more  of  its  force  is  put  forth  in  one  actuality,  the  less  there 
is  left  of  it  for  another.  Hence  the  radical  activity  of  the 
soul  might  be  totally  exhausted  in  the  actuality  of  the 
direct  life,  so  that  none  of  it  would  remain  for  the  life  of 
reflection.  In  this  case  consciousness  would  altogether 
cease,  because  the  act  of  reflection  would  cease. 

1678.  I  will  go  further  and  say,  that  reflection  may  be 
hindered  and  suppressed  not  only  by  the  excessive  actuality 
of  the  direct  life,  but  even  by  a  single  act  of  it.  This  truth 
has  been  expressed  by  Dante  in  the  following  lines: 

"  As  here  we  sometimes  in  the  looks  may  see 
Th'  affection  mark'd,  when  that  its  sway  hath  ta'en 
The  spirit  wholly."  * — {Cary's  Translation^ 

Moreover,  as  the  poet  philosopher  observes,  besides  the 
possibility  of  reflection  and  consciousness  ceasing  in  the 

♦  Paradiso,  xviii,  20-22. 
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act  during  which  the  activity  of  the  soul  is  absorbed  in 
some  of  its  terms,  no  memory  remains  of  it  after  this 
absorption  has  passed  away.  The  reason  is  because  the 
actual  memory  is  an  act  of  reflection  upon  the  past,  and 
therefore,  as  in  the  act  itself  there  was  no  reflection,  so 
there  can  be  none  when  the  act  is  past,  unless  perhaps 
some  obscure  reflection  owing  to  traces  of  that  act  remain- 
ing in  the  soul  in  the  form  of  habits.     Hence  he  says  : 


<< 


nor  through  distrust 


Of  my  words  only,  but  that  to  such  bliss 
The  mind  resents  not  without  aid.     This  much 
Yet  may  I  speak  ;  that  as  I  gazed  on  her, 
Affections  found  no  room  for  other  wish."* 

[Cary*s  Translation^ 

1679.  But  in  the  present  life  the  radical  and  total  force 
of  the  soul,  being  limited,  when  it  has  exhausted  itself  in 
one  actuality,  does  not  continue  in  that  state  except  for  a 
short  time.  The  intensity  of  the  effort  made  in  that  act, 
though  in  the  highest  degree  pleasant,  is  excessively 
fatiguing.  Hence  the  soul,  by  a  spontaneous  instinct^  aided, 
however,  by  corporeal  stimuli,  soon  returns  to  the  life  of 
reflection.  Thus  in  this  fact  also  there  is  a  kind  of  alter- 
nation between  the  direct  and  the  reflex  life. 

1680.  Moreover,  it  sometimes  happens  that  this  radical 
force  is  exhausted,  not  in  a  single  act,  but  in  two,  three, 
&c.,  in  an  assemblage  of  acts.  Now,  whether  these  acts  be 
few  or  many,  as  soon  as  the  radical  force  is  exhausted,  the 
soul  has  no  more  of  it  to  employ  in  new  acts  of  reflection ; 
consequently,  reflection  remains  limited  within  a  certain 
sphere,  left  free  by  the  actuality  of  direct  life. 

1 68 1.  Here  we  would  again  observe  that,  since  what 
regulates  in  man  the  proportion  between  the  dominion  of 
direct  life  and  that  of  reflex  life  is,  more  than  anything 
else,  the  spontaneous  action  of  the  soul,  it  must,  as  we  said 
before,  be  admitted  that  man  finds  enjoyment  in  one  as  well 
as  in  the  other  of  these  lives,  and  that  he  sometimes  prefers 

♦  ParadisOf  xviii,  9-13. 
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the  pleasure  of  the  first  to  that  of  the  second,  desiring  that 
the  latter  should  be  suppressed  in  order  to  make  room  for 
the  former;  because  spontaneity  always  follows  what  is 
most  pleasurable. 

The  example  which  we  cited  in  proof  of  this  was  that  of 
the  craving  for  sleep,  a  phenomenon  which  belongs  to  the 
animal  life  and  the  fundamental  rational  perception.  But 
who  does  not  see  that  we  might  equally  well  adduce 
examples  drawn  from  the  purely  rational  activity  ?  Who 
has  not  heard  of  the  fact  of  ecstasy  ?  Who  does  not  know 
that  this  degree  of  intense  contemplation  and  complete  love 
is  the  most  delightful  thing  possible  for  man,  in  fact,  a 
delight  exceeding  all  delights  r  And  yet  ecstasy  neces- 
sarily causes  the  suppression  of  all  reflex  acts  and  of  con- 
sciousness. Nevertheless,  man  cannot  desire  anything  that 
gfives  him  greater  satisfaction  than  this  kind  of  sleep  of 
the  intellect,  and  of  the  spirit  absorbed  in  the  object  of 
ecstatic  contemplation,  and  thus  rapt  from  itself  and  sunk 
in  full  oblivion,  in  a  kind  of  most  delicious  death  exuber- 
antly full  of  life.  So  true  is  it  that  the  delights  of  the  life  of 
reflection'  are  not  the  greatest,  and  that  man  in  the  present 
life  may  enjoy  the  object-good  much  more  than  the  con- 
sciousness of  such  enjoyment,  and  may  prefer  to  enjoy  a 
larger  amount  of  the  former  even  at  the  sacrifice  of  the 
consciousness  of  it. 

ARTICLE    III. 

MafCs  life  can  never  be  purely  one  0/  Reflection,  but  musi  always  remain 

partly  Direct. 

1682.  Finally,  we  may  observe  that,  even  as  the  adult 
cannot  live  entirely  a  direct  life,  like  the  child  that  has  not 
yet  arrived  at  the  use  of  reflection,  so  he  cannot  live  exclu- 
sively the  life  of  reflection  for  never  so  short  a  time. 

1683.  This  will  be  understood  by  considering  that  the 
act  of  reflection  is  called  reflex  with  reference  to  its  object ; 
in  other  words,  an  act  is  reflex  if  its  object  is  something 
that  has  been  already  thought  and  not  merely  felt.     Hence 
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no  act  can  be  called  reflex  relatively  to  itself,  as  though  it 
were  a  reflection  made  on  itself.  A  reflect  act  is  not  an 
object  to  itself,  but  in  order  to  be  rendered  an  object,  it 
requires  a  new  and  higher  act  by  which  the  mind  reflects 
on  it.  Now,  since  the  series  of  reflections  must  be  limited, 
it  follows  that  the  last  reflection  has  none  above  it  to 
cognise  it:  hence  it  remains  unknown,  outside  of  conscious- 
ness, and  therefore  belongs  to  the  direct  life.  Hence,  the 
actuality  of  human  life  can  never  be  entirely  exhausted  in 
reflection.  Something  must  always  remain  in  man  upon 
which  he  has  not  reflected,  something,  therefore,  unknown 
to  him. 

ARTICLE   IV. 

/;/  human  Reasonings ,  Reflection  falls  upon  the  last  link  of  the  Rational 
Operation,  and  not  upon  the  preceding  ones :  this  fact  explains  those 
reasonings  which  men  make  unconsciously, 

1684.  Now,  in  order  satisfactorily  to  explain  the  pheno- 
mena of  the  reflex  life,  it  is  most  important  to  attend  to 
this  fact,  that,  ordinarily  speaking,  man's  reflection  does 
not  stop  until  the  last  link  of  any  rational  operation  what- 
ever is  reached ;  because  it  is  in  that  link  that  the  atten- 
tion terminates,  and  this  psychological  activity  (reflection) 
accumulates,  as  in  the  end  sought  by  it.  Hence  the 
preceding  links,  through  which  the  operation  of  the  mind 
runs  lightly  and  without  any  stoppages,  neither  attract  nor 
hold  the  reflex  attention,  and  thus  remain  hidden  from 
the  person  who  performs  them ;  so  that  if  he  should  desire 
to  take  account  of  them,  he  must  by  the  use  of  free  will 
increase  his  attention,  and  make  all  the  steps  in  the 
operation  become,  one  after  the  other,  its  final  terms.  But 
the  uneducated,  and  indeed  the  average  run  of  men,  go  on 
like  the  traveller,  who  being  wholly  pre-occupied  with  his 
destination,  pays  no  attention  to  the  road  over  which  he 
passes. 

1685.  This  explains,  in  the  first  place,  the  secret  reason- 
ings which  the  human  mind  frequently  goes  through  with- 
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out  being  aware  of  it.  Thus  illiterate  people  are  found  to 
arrive  at  the  finest  conclusions  implying  a  long  course  of 
reasoning,  which  they  have  certainly  made,  and  that  most 
rapidly,  but  of  which  they  can  render  no  account  either  to 
themselves  or  to  others,  nay,  are  not  in  the  least  conscious 
that  it  has  ever  taken  place  in  them.  All  their  attention 
rests  in  the  conclusion,  which  is  the  only  thing  they  care 
for ;  and  should  you  attempt  to  make  them  deliberately  go 
over  the  steps  of  their  mental  process,  they  would  think  you 
were  joking,  or  talking  nonsense,  and  would  laugh  at  you 
for  troubling  about  such  useless  inquiries.  It  may  be  safely 
affirmed,  that  anyone  who  examines  with  philosophic  atten- 
tion the  familiar  and  social  discourse  of  the  common  people, 
will  find  that  it  does  not  by  a  very  long  way  express  all 
that  actually  passes  through  their  mind  while  they  are 
speaking.  All  that  men  say  to  one  another  in  their  every- 
day life  consists  of  conclusions  they  have  arrived  at,  and 
every  word  signifies  a  thought  which  it  took  many  other 
thoughts  to  reach,  though  of  these  thoughts  there  is 
neither  advertence  nor  recollection.  How  often,  for 
example,  will  a  Vetturino^  in  offering  you  his  services  the 
moment  he  sees  you,  address  you  off-hand  as  "Your  Excel- 
lency "  or  "  Monsignore,"  &c.,  although  he  does  not  know 
you  at  all !  And  yet  these  titles  that  come  so  readily  to  his 
lips  have  indubitably  been  the  result  of  the  following  train 
of  reasoning,  formed  by  him  with  the  utmost  rapidity,  and 
without  his  thinking  of  it : — 

"By  showing  respect  to  people,  and  leading  them  to 
believe  that  we  look  upon  them  as  something  gfreat,  we 
render  them  kindly  disposed  to  us ; 

"Being  kindly  disposed,  they  will  easily  consent  to 
make  use  of  our  services ; 

"  If  this  person  engages  my  services,  I  shall  gain  my 
hire  for  the  day,  which  is  what  I  want; 

"  The  title  of  *  Excellency '  or  *  Monsignore,'  &c.,  being 
flattering  to  vanity,  is  a  very  likely  means  of  making  him 
believe  that  I  think  highly  of  him,  and  hence  of.  rendering 
him  kindly  disposed  to  me ; 

VOL.  II.  N  N 
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"  Therefore  it  is  a  very  likely  means  for  securing  the  re- 
muneration I  am  anxious  to  obtain ; 

"  Therefore  I  will  use  it  in  addressing  him,  though  I  do 
not  know,  nor  care  to  know,  who  or  what  he  is." 


ARTICLE    V. 
Continuation, — Synthetic  Reasoning. 

1686.  We  must,  nevertheless,  observe  that  the  reason- 
ing whereby  men  in  ordinary  social  life  arrive  rapidly  at 
those  conclusions  which  it  is  important  for  them  to  know 
and  to  communicate  to  their  fellows,  is  not  always  carried 
on  in  so  precise  a  manner  as  to  keep  all  the  mediate  links 
or  propositions  distinct  from  each  other.  On  the  contrary, 
the  mind  finds  short  cuts  and  abbreviations  of  its  own,  just 
like  the  arithmetician  who,  in  order  to  perform  a  certain 
operation,  invents  compendious  rules  which  enable  him,  in 
a  very  ready  way,  to  discover  what  he  wants,  whereas 
otherwise  he  would  have  to  follow  a  long  and  tedious  pro- 
cess. An  instance  of  this  may  be  seen  in  the  case  of 
rustics  who  are  in  the  habit  of  reckoning  on  their  fingers. 
This  compendious  mode  of  reasoning,  which  may  be  called 
synthetic  reasonings  is  constantly  used  by  men  in  the  ordi- 
nary affairs  of  life. 

1687.  We  have  in  another  work  touched  upon  the 
mediate  ruleSy  which  usually  guide  men's  judgments.*  Now 
these  are  just  the  rules  that  shorten  and  expedite  the  pro- 
cesses of  reasoning.  Having  once  formed  these  rules,  men 
apply  them  as  truths  already  discovered  and  established 
once  for  all,  without  troubling  themselves  any  more  about 
their  demonstration,  or  turning  back  upon  that  series  of 
reasonings  which  resulted  in  them :  the  function  of  faith 
replaces  that  of  reasoning. 

1688.  A  familiar  illustration  of  this  may  be  seen  in  the 
case  of  estimators  of  quantities  in  the  matter  of  mulberry 

•  Theodicy^  14. 


SYNTHETIC  REASONING.  579 

leaves.*  At  a  glance,  without  the  aid  of  measures  or  scales, 
these  men  will  tell  you  exactly,  or  to  within  a  mere  frac- 
tion, how  many  bags  or  how  many  pounds-weight  there  are 
on  a  tree.  How  do  they  do  it  ?  Certainly,  if  they  took 
merely  the  unit  as  their  rule,  they  would  not,  by  a  long  way, 
do  the  thing  so  quickly,  even  although  there  was,  well  im- 
pressed on  their  minds,  the  volume  of  leaves  corresponding 
to  a  bag  or  a  pound-weight.  They  do  not,  therefore,  take 
the  unit  as  their  standard.  They  have  other  volumes 
marked  on  their  minds,  for  example,  the  volumes  severally 
corresponding  to  ten,  to  twenty,  to  fifty,  to  a  hundred,  &c., 
bags  or  pounds-weight.  Hence  they  instantly  apply  to  the 
tree  before  them  that  one  of  these  volumes  which  is  suit- 
able for  it,  and  so  find  the  equation  they  want,  and  deter- 
mine the  quantity  which  is  sought. 

The  same  is  the  case  with  all  professional  experts  who 
measure  quantities  by  the  eye.  An  architect  will,  at  a 
glance,  gauge  the  span  of  the  fi*ontage  of  a  house,  and  not 
be  perhaps  a  foot  wide  of  the  mark ;  a  wine-gauger,  in  the 
same  way,  will  tell  you  how  many  gallons  of  wine  there  are 
in  a  cask,  and  so  on. 

1689.  Nevertheless  it  is  certain  that  these  experts  would 
not  know  how  to  explain,  either  to  themselves  or  to  others, 
the  secret  of  their  peculiar  power,  or  clearly  to  define  the 
standards  they  employ.  The  reason  is,  because  all  these 
standards,  imprinted  on  their  imagination,  are  not  what 
they  are  seeking.  What  they  really  seek,  and  therefore 
what  their  attention  is  directed  to,  and  wishes  to  find  and 
rest  upon  with  reflex  and  conscious  knowledge,  is  the  end 
for  which  the  said  standards  serve  merely  as  means.  The 
rest  has  no  concern  for  them. 

1690.  At  the  same  time  we  must  observe  that  those 
mediate  standardsy  which  shorten  the  processes  of  reason- 
ing, if  they  are  not  accepted  upon  the  authority  of  others, 
must  be  drawn  from  experience,  or  from  other  processes  of 
reasoning  previously  gone  through. 

•  The  Author  here  refers  to  the  silk-     leaf,  and,  as  eveiybody  knows,  is  largely 
worm,   which  feeds  on  the   mulberry     cultivated  in  Italy. — Tr. 

N  N  2 
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ARTICLE  VI. 

Coniinuaiian.     The  Prudence  of  Sagacious  Men  proceeds  by 

Synthetic  Reasoning, 

1 69 1 .  The  superior  aptitude  which  some  persons  possess 
of  forming  a  gpreat  number  of  these  meduUe  standardsy  sure 
and  ready  for  all  needs,  is  exactly  the  reason  why  they 
excel  others  in  what  is  called  sagacity. 

1692.  Here  we  must  observe  how  it  very  frequently 
happens  that  those  men  who  seem  to  be  capital  reasoners, 
so  far  as  theory  is  concerned,  cannot  always  be  equally 
depended  upon  for  finding  the  best  means  to  an  end  in 
practical  things,  and  their  advice,  though  reasoned  out 
with  a  faultless  logic,  results  in  disappointment  when 
brought  to  bear  on  action.  Others,  on  the  contrary,  who 
cannot  by  a  long  way  g^ve  so  clear  an  account  of  their 
opinions,  hit  the  mark  so  correctly,  that  they  seem  to  have 
a  kind  of  special  sense,  by  which  they  se^  in  an  instant 
what  is  the  best  course  to  take  imder  g^iven  circiunstances* 

The  learned  physician  is  not  always  the  one  who  suc- 
ceeds best  in  healing  patients ;  the  eloquent  and  subtle 
lawyer  not  unfrequently  loses  a  case  of  which  he  felt  sure, 
although  he  has  applied  to  it  all  the  resources  of  the  most 
approved  legal  knowledge;  and  even  the  consiunmate  theo- 
logian who  has  spent  his  life  in  expounding  every  branch 
of  the  moral  science,  will  sometimes  prove  incompetent  to 
prescribe  a  proper  remedy  for  individual  spiritual  maladies. 
How  many  who  seemed  excellent  theorists  in  financial 
matters  have  lost  all  their  property  by  imprudent  specula- 
tions, while  others  who,  to  judge  from  their  languagre  and 
demeanour,  appeared  to  know  very  little  indeed  about  such 
things,  have  amassed  enormous  wealth !  But  it  is  particu- 
larly in  the  concerns  and  affairs  of  life,  and  in  the  art  of 
governing,  that  the  exquisite  sense  of  prudence  of  which  I 
speak  is  sometimes  exhibited  in  a  marvellous  way  by 
persons  from  whom  one  would  least  expect  it. 

1693.  The  peculiarity  of  the  thought  of  theoretic  men 
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and  splendid  reasoners  is  that  it  proceeds  by  analytic  reason- 
ing; whereas  the  thought  of  prudent  men  and  sagacious 
workers  proceeds  by  synthetic  reasoning. 

1694.  The  analytic  rcaso7ting  makes  it  a  special  point 
to  omit  nothing,  to  have  a  clear  consciousness  of  every 
step  that  is  made  in  its  progress,  to  make  sure  that  no 
part  of  the  object  which  it  undertakes  to  analyse  is  over- 
looked. But  for  concluding  a  transaction,  for  choosing 
a  particular  line  of  conduct,  for  hitting  upon  a  suitable  ex- 
pedient in  an  emergency,  many  of  those  parts  which  it  care- 
fully considers  and  analyses  are  altogether  useless,  alto- 
gether irrelevant ;  because  what  is  really  wanted  in  such 
cases  is,  not  to  know  of  what  parts  the  object  before  the 
mind  is  composed,  but  to  know  what  is  the  best  thing 
for  one  to  do  now  and  here.  Hence  the  analytic  reasoner 
often  loses  himself  and  wanders  away  into  things  that  are 
foreign  to  the  true  question  at  issue,  and  this  multiplicity 
of  details  which  he  revolves  in  his  mind  oppresses  him, 
and  renders  more  difficult  his  solution  of  the  problem. 
Moreover,  in  this  crowd  of  things  which  occupy  his 
thoughts,  he  runs  the  risk  of  slipping  over  some  of  those 
circumstances  which  it  would  be  necessary  to  take  into 
account  in  order  to  come  to  a  sound  decision  in  the 
case.  For  all  these  reasons  he  is  liable  to  arrive  at  a 
result  either  imperfect  or  insufficient  for  his  need,  and 
erring  either  by  defect  or  by  superfluity,  notwithstanding 
that  he  is  able  to  give  a  complete  account  of  the  whole 
series  of  his  thoughts. 

1695.  The  prudent  man,  on  the  contrary,  goes  to  his  goal 
by  a  much  shorter  way,  namely,  by  synthetic  reasoning. 
He  does  not  confront  part  with  part,  but  rather  measures 
and  compares  the  whole  by  the  whole.  The  g^st  of  his 
prudence  lies  in  this,  that  he  knows  how  to  separate  that 
whole  upon  which  he  has  to  pronounce  from  everything 
irrelevant,  and  then  to  apply  to  the  whole  thus  separated 
and  clearly  distinguished  that  mediate  standard  which  is 
precisely  adapted  to  it. 

Hence  the  practical  prudence  and  sagacity  here  spoken 
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of  consists  of  two  parts :  i .°  the  ability  to  form  many  of 
those  mediate  standards  which  may  be  applied  to  the  con- 
tingencies of  life  and  of  governments;  2.°  the  ability  at  a 
glance  to  seize  on  the  knot  of  the  matter  in  hand,  and  on 
the  precise  group  of  circumstances  which  affect  it.  In 
fact,  when  a  man  knows  this,  it  is  easy  for  him  to  find  in  the 
store-house,  if  we  may  so  call  it,  of  his  experienced  and 
sagacious  mind  that  formula,  that  standard  which  instantly 
measures  it,  and  suggests  the  correct  judgment  thereon  and 
the  prudent  determination  to  be  taken. 

1696.  This  is  why  old  men,  in  whom  the  analytic 
reasoning  seems  less  vigorous,  they  having  neglected  it  as 
less  useful  and  necessary,  and  having  gradually  abbreviated 
it  into  synthetic  rules,  always  seem,  other  things  being 
equal,  to  be  possessed  of  more  prudence  than  the  young. 
They  have  had  more  time  to  gather  mediate  rules  from 
experience,  and  to  train  their  attention  to  seize  at  once  the 
whole  of  a  question,  eliminating  those  accessory  or  irrelevant 
circumstances  that  sometimes  muddle  it ;  and  to  this  whole 
they  can  readily  apply  the  proper  standards. 

1697.  Thus  it  always  remains  true  that  in  the  minds  of 
prudent  and  practical  men  a  vast  deal  is  done  by  secret 
and  abbreviated  reasoning  of  which  they  have  no  con- 
sciousness ;  hence  it  is  usually  said  that  their  deliberations 
are  guided  by  a  practical  sense  rather  than  by  the  mind. 
Indeed,  synthetic  reasoning  resembles  the  sense  in  the 
readiness  and  security  with  which  it  acts,  and  in  the 
obscurity  of  the  way  it  follows  in  getting  at  its  final  con- 
clusions. 

ARTICLE  VII. 

The   Operations  of  the  Rational  Principle  are  sometimes  Roused 

and  Directed  by  an  Occult  Principle, 

1698.  From  the  law  that  the  "Reflection  falls  upon  the 
last  link  in  the  chain  of  the  rational  operation  and  not  upon 
the  preceding  ones,"  there  follows  another  consequence, 
viz.,   that   "The  principles  which  rouse  and  direct  our 
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rational  operations  are  hidden  from  ourselves,  unless  we 
by  a  free  act  render  them  terms  of  our  attention."  In- 
deed, it  is  clear  that  those  principles,  by  their  very  nature, 
are  not  the  last  link  in  the  chain  of  the  rational  operation,, 
but  the  first. 

1699.  Hence  man,  in  order  to  know  himself,  must  by  a 
free  act  turn  back  upon  himself  and  investigate  the  secrets 
of  his  own  heart.  This  is  often  a  most  difiicult  task,  and 
well  nigh  impossible  to  do  in  a  complete  manner ;  hence 
the  great  value  of  the  ancient  motto :  "  Know  thyself." 

1 700.  The  first  principles  of  human  action  are :  1 .°  the 
animal  instinct,  as  contained  in  the  fundamental  percep- 
tion, and,  2.%  intuited  universal  being. 

The  animal  instinct  is  the  moving  principle^  ideal  being 
is  the  directive  norm. 

Man,  in  his  ordinary  state,  acts  according  to  these  prin- 
ciples without  attending  to  them,  or  knowing  how  he  is 
moved  and  directed.  All  he  cares  for  is  to  reach  the  aim 
of  his  action. 

But  the  animal  instinct  developes  itself  by  putting  on 
the  habits  of  various  passions,  and  thus,  so  to  speak^ 
multiplying  itself. 

The  rational  principle,  in  so  far  as  it  perceives  this 
instinct,  accompanies  it  throughout  its  whole  development. 

The  same  rational  principle,  however,  by  another  act,, 
refers  everything  to  being,  and  finds  what  being  itself  as 
the  supreme  norm  of  good  and  evil,  disapproves,  or  permits, 
or  approves,  or  commands  in  such  operations.  Hence  the 
field  for  the  exercise  of  free  choice.  The  rational  principle 
then  either  clings  to  what  being  prescribes,  or  blindly 
abandons  itself  to  instinct,  or  conspires  with  it :  hence  the 
different  vices. 

1701.  Nor  is  this  all.  The  rational  principle  arranges 
good  and  evil  into  classes,  thus  forming  for  itself  a  number 
of  "  mediate  standards,"  each  of  which  serves  to  show  or 
make  known  to  it  at  once  an  entire  class  of  good  or  of 
evil.  It  chooses  whichever  it  likes  from  among  these 
diverse  classes,  and,  by  so  doing,  it  embraces  some  of 
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these  mediate  standards  as  directive  of  its  action,  rejecting 
the  others. 

1702.  This  choice  from  among  the  mediate  standards  in 
question,  when  once  made,  is  the  foundation  of  the  general 
desires  and  aversio7is  to  which  man  yields.  In  truth,  just 
as  man  has  general  rules  in  his  mind,  so  he  has  general 
desires  and  aversions  in  his  heart.  By  the  former,  he 
habitually  and  with  his  consent  hankers  after  an  entire 
class  of  good,  or  of  what  he  takes  to  be  good ;  by  the  latter, 
he  habitually  and  wth  his  consent  rejects  an  entire  class 
of  evils,  or  of  what  he  considers  to  be  such.  Thus  he  finds 
himself  habitually  determined  in  favour  of  certain  things 
in  general,  and  against  certain  other  things  in  general ; 
although  these  determinations  may  be  changed  at  any 
moment  by  the  intervention  of  his  free  will.  Habits  of 
this  description,  so  long  as  they  endure  in  a  man,  consti- 
tute in  him  so  many  secret  principles  of  action,  according 
to  which,  he,  when  placed  in  certain  circumstances,  promptly 
determines  himself  to  action  with  what  may  almost  be 
called  a  ready-made  determination.* 

1703.  I  say  that  these  principles  of  human  action,  these 
general  desires  consented  to,t  remain  hidden  from  man 
until  he  happens  to  make  them  the  object  of  his  investiga- 
tions and,  from  first  or  middle  links  of  the  rational  opera- 
tion, turns  them  into  last  links,  whereon  his  attention 
rests.  Then,  and  not  before,  does  he  acquire  consciousness 
of  them. 

1 704.  It  must  also  be  noted  that,  according  to  the  quality 
of  these  habitual  principles  and  standards  which  men 
secretly  choose  for  the  guidance  of  their  actions,  their 
moral  characters  differ,  with  that  great  diversity  whose  pro- 
found origin  it  is  so  difficult  for  the  philosopher  to  investi- 
gate. 

♦  Treatise  on  the  Moral  Conscience^  genital    or   acquired ;    and    there    are 

nos.  76-103.     Anthropology^  Bk.  Ill,  others  which  are  consented  to  imper- 

nos.  745-763.  fectly,  with  different  degrees  and  modes 

t  There  are  also  some  which  arc  not  of  consent,  and  with  different  tacit  con- 
consented  to,  and  which  might  more  ditions. 
properly  be  called    inclinations,  con- 
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ARTICLE  VIII. 

The  Occult  Element  in  Rational  Operations  gives  Occasion  to  Error  and 

Immorality. 

1705.  There  are,  then,  in  man  two  kinds  of  cognitions^ 
the  one  hidden  from  himself,  the  other  open^  himinoiiSy  reflex. 
The  former,  ordinarily  speaking,  is  of  no  interest  to  man  ; 
he  does  not  care  to  gain  consciousness  of  it ;  he  uses  it 
simply  as  a  means,  and  does  not  stop  in  it. 

This  is  a  most  important  fact  also  for  the  reason  that  it 
gives  us  light  for  explaining  how  it  is  that  man,  although 
a  being  essentially  rational,  can  fall  into  error,  and 
although  essentially  moral,  can  fall  into  vice.*  We  see 
from  this  fact,  that  it  depends  upon  man  himself  to  attach 
interest  and  give  heed  to  certain  cognitions,  and  render 
them  clear  and  luminous  to  himself,  just  as  it  depends  upon 
him  to  leave  certain  other  cognitions  in  the  dark,  in  a  con- 
dition inferior  to  that  of  those  which  he  chooses  for  an  end, 
and  in  which  therefore  his  activity  rests. 

1706.  If,  then,  we  suppose,  for  example,  that  he  who 
commits  error  is  man  in  so  far  as  living  the  reflex  life,  what 
wonder  that  he  deceive  himself,  or  that  he  act  per\^ersely, 
if  those  cognitions  which  could  guarantee  him  against 
error,  those  rules  which  could  shield  him  from  vice,  are  not 
brought  to  the  light  of  the  reflex  life,  but  left,  as  it  were, 
buried  in  the  silent  night  of  the  direct  life  ?  What  wonder 
that  the  rational  principle  errs  and  transgresses,  if  for  it 
there  exists  no  other  cognition  than  that  which  occasions 
error  and  favours  vice  ? 

ARTICLE     IX. 

//;  the  human  mind  there  takes  place  a  Secret^  Spontaneous  Action  whereby^ 
without  man^s  knowledge ^  or  any  free  co-operation  on  his  party  the 
various  cognitions  are  Gradually  Arranged  in  proper  order, 

1707.  Here  I  must  mention  a  fact  which  I  have  often 
experienced  in  myself,  and  which  I  believe  is  no.uncommon 

♦  Sec  Ttieodicyy  nos.  39C-410. 
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thing  with  those  who  are  in  the  habit  of  observing  what 
takes  place  within  them. 

I  allude  to  that  kind  of  slow  work  which  the  mind  does 
by  itself,  whereby  the  various  cognitions  deposited  in  the 
store-house  of  the  memory  are,  without  our  being  aware  of 
it,  gradually  arranged  in  due  order,  so  that  at  last  each  is 
found  to  have  settled  down,  so  to  speak,  in  its  own  proper 
place.  How  often  has  it  happened  to  persons  addicted  to 
study,  and  particularly  to  those  devoted  to  philosophical 
speculations,  that,  after  meditating  a  great  deal  upon  some 
subject,  they  had  to  stop  from  mere  fatigue,  still  unsatisfied 
with  the  result !  And  then,  behold !  After  a  few  days, 
without  having  given  any  ftirther  deliberate  attention  to 
that  subject,  the  mind  is  found,  quietly  and  of  its  own 
accord,  to  have  set  everything  right,  and  the  ideas  appear 
so  well  ordered,  that,  all  difficulty  having  vanished,  the 
solution  of  the  problem  proposed  offers  itself  quite  spon- 
taneously and  with  vivid  clearness. 

It  is  true  that  this  may  also,  in  part,  have  to  be  attri- 
buted to  the  circumstance  that,  during  conscious  medita- 
tion, the  imagination  works,  gets  wearied,  and  muddles  the 
purity  of  the  reasoning  by  the  intermixture  of  importunate 
and  unstable  phantasms:  hence,  when  quiet  supervenes, 
the  work  of  the  reason  stands  out  by  its  pure  self  alone. 

1708.  To  the  same  cause  must  likewise  be  attributed 
the  fact,  that  the  memory  will  often  fail  to  apprehend  some- 
thing that  is  studied  at  night,  and  yet  find  it  fresh  in  the 
mind  next  morning.  The  imagination,  calmed  and  re- 
invigorated  by  sleep,  has  faithfully  rendered  the  impres- 
sions stamped  on  it  the  previous  evening,  when  from 
fatigue  or  confusion  it  was  not  in  a  fit  state  to  serve 
reminiscence. 

1709.  Speaking  generally,  it  is  a  good  rule  recom- 
mended by  prudent  men  to  let  deliberations  remain  and 
ripen  for  some  time  in  the  mind ;  because  in  this  way  they 
improve  without  being  expressly  thought  about.  Hence  a 
resolution  taken,  but  kept  in  abeyance  in  this  manner,  will, 
after  a  certain  time,  turn  out  better  and  be  more  likely  to 
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succeed,  not  only  because  it  is  examined  anew,  but  because 
it  gains  consistency  of  itself,  by  an  unconscious  secret 
operation  of  the  direct  intellective  life. 

1 7 10.  However,  this  kind  of  action  will  not  go  on  unless 
it  has  a  secret  spring  of  movement  in  the  habitual  earnest 
desire  to  find  the  truth  sought  for,  whether  in  the  case  of 
the  student  who  has  proposed  to  himself  the  solution  of 
some  scientific  question,  or  in  that  of  the  prudent  man  who 
takes  habitually  to  heart  the  matter  upon  which  he  is 
deliberating. 

ARTICLE   X. 
Continuation.    Another  kind  of  Unconscious  mental  action. 

1 7 1 1 .  A  second  mental  action,  to  some  extent  identical 
with  the  first,  takes  place  also  without  reflection  or  con- 
sciousness. 

There  are  certain  concepts,  certain  thoughts  which,  so 
to  speak,  show  an  affinity  for  each  other,  attract  each  other, 
associate  themselves  variously  with  each  other.* 

Now,  this  affinity  and  association  are  unconsciously 
brought  about  in  the  mind  in  the  following  ways. 

1 7 12.  In  the  first  place,  human  thought  finds  a  bond 
which  naturally  reduces  it  to  unity  in  the  idea  of  beingy  the 
supreme  principle  of  all  cognitions.  This  supereminent 
being  is  the  secret  guide  of  the  human  mind,  which  being 
always  turned  to  it,  sees  in  it,  by  a  kind  of  habitual  action, 
many  agreements  between  the  things  known,  without 
attending  to  them,  or  attending  only  slightly.  This  opera- 
tion, therefore,  is  a  continual  return  of  thought  from  the 
multiplicity  of  being  to  its  unity. 

17 13.  Moreover,  we  must  remember  that  the  various 
thoughts  of  the  human  mind  produce  in  man,  who  is 
essentially  feeling,  a  sensible  effect.  Now  it  so  happens 
that  thoughts  which  are  in  themselves  different  from  one 
another  sometimes  produce  a  sensible  effect,  a  special  feel- 
ing of  the  same  nature ;  and  since  feelings  readily  become 

♦  See  the  Preface  to  the  first  volume  of  the  Opuscoli  Filasofia\  Milan,  1826. 
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instinctive  principles  of  action,  it  comes  to  pass  that  these 
identical  or  similar  feelings  dispose  man  likewise  to  those 
kinds  of  thoughts  which  are  the  causes  of  them. 

1 7 14.  This  process  is  further  aided  by  the  fact  of  there 
being  already  formed  in  man  those  general  affections  and 
desires  which  we  described  above,  and  which  are  like  so 
many  musical  strings  that  respond  with  the  same  tone 
whether  they  be  touched  by  the  hand,  or  a  quill,  or  a  pin  of 
steel,  or  anything  else.  Under  the  guidance,  therefore,  of 
these  affections  excited  by  different  concepts  or  thoughts, 
the  attention  of  the  mind,  and  the  thinking  activity,  direct 
themselves  spontaneously,  and  often  operate  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  person,  who  does  not  at  all  reflect  upon 
this  fact  that  takes  place  within  him. 


ARTICLE  XI. 

Hmt)  it  is  that  what  lies  hidden  in  the  soul,  sometimes,  on  an  occasion 
arising,  Suddenly  Reveals  itself  with  great  vehemence  and  clearness. 

1 7 15.  The  general  affections  lodged  in  the  human  soul, 
then,  employ  in  their  behalf  and  direct  thoughts  by 
associating  them  in  groups,  and  even  recalling  them  after 
they  have  long  passed  away.  Hence  a  thought  or  a  deter- 
mination will  occur  to  a  man  to-day,  which  is  closely 
allied  with  one  of  a  year  ago,  and  of  which  he  had  since 
lost  all  recollection.  That  thought,  though  long  forgotten, 
is  the  cause  of  the  present  one,  and  why  ?  Because  it  left 
the  soul  affected  and  disposed  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
be  naturally  prone  to  it,  and  therefore  ready  to  form  it  as 
soon  as  the  least  occasion  should  offer. 

1 7 16.  But  the  most  remarkable  thing  is  that  these 
hdbittial  and  general  affectio7ts  dependent  upon  the  mediate 
standards  of  which  we  have  spoken,  sometimes  grow  of 
themselves,  like  germs  that  stir  underground,  to  a  high 
degree  of  intensity,  and  the  persuasion  which  forms  their 
foundation  becomes  gradually  strengthened.  At  the  same 
time,  they  remain  concealed  in  the  soul  unless  reflective 
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attention  happen  to  be  excited  by  some  stimulus  to  turn  to 
them;  in  which  case  they  sometimes  burst  forth  in  a 
luminous  and  even  in  a  noisy  way.  This  is  perhaps  why 
heroic  characters  sometimes  suddenly  reveal  themselves 
when  placed  in  circumstances  that  accord  with  their 
internal  and  hitherto  unknown  disposition;*  and  it  also 
accounts  for  those  political  revolutions  which  are  occasion- 
ally seen  to  break  forth  with  the  violence  of  a  tempest. 

17 1 7.  In  the  same  way  we  can  explain  many  other 
facts  of  human  society.  Why,  for  example,  does  a  poet, 
or  a  writer  cause  a  great  sensation  in  his  day,  but  because 
he  is  the  faithful  and  ingenious  interpreter  of  those  feelings 
and  those  great  persuasions  which  everybody  had  in  him- 
self without  knowing  of  their  existence,  without  being  able 
to  find  the  expression  for  them,  because  he  had  never 
reflected  on  them  ?  Hence,  when  the  man  appears  who 
can  eloquently  lead  the  attention  and  reflection  of  the 
public  to  those  secret  but  powerful  persuasions — who  can 
invent  formulas  adapted  to  give  them  a  reflex  and  lumi- 
nous existence,  to  make  them  look  noble  and  beautiful — 
then  everybody  rejoices  and  applauds  as  if  a  treasure  had 
been  discovered,  a  treasure  which  all  had  unconsciously 
possessed ;  and  they  are  full  of  gratitude  and  admiration 
for  the  genius  who  first  put  into  words  what  they  all  would 
have  said  had  they  only  known  how. 

17 18.  Again,  take  the  case  of  popular  riots.  Whence 
so  sudden  an  outburst  of  fury  in  a  multitude  that  but 
yesterday  seemed  calm  and  peaceable  ?  It  was  calm  be- 
cause it  was  unconscious  of  the  affections  brooding  within 
it ;  because  it  lived  a  life  of  reflection,  and  the  ferment  of 
passion  lurking  in  the  depths  of  the  direct  life  had  not  yet 
passed  on  into  the  reflex  life.  The  calmness  was  in  the 
men  acting  as  reflex  principles ;  because,  as  direct  prin- 
ciples— the  principles  within  which  the  fire  was  burning— r- 
they  were  not  the  men  who  now  manifest  themselves  out- 

*  On  the  dominion  which  a  thought      their  actions,  see  Anthropology ^  Bk.  Ill, 
may  acquire  over  those  men  who  earn     nos.  723,  724. 
the  title  of  heroes  by  the  boldness  of 
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wardly,  but  the  men  who  were  being  silently  prepared  for 
the  outburst.  It  is  true  that  in  riots  there  is  another  prin- 
ciple at  work,  which  goes  a  long  way  to  change  men's 
natures ;  it  is  the  feeling  that  each  one  has  of  the  strength 
of  all,  the  conviction  of  having  with  him  the  whole  power 
of  the  mass  of  which  he  forms  part,  the  vigour  which 
springs  from  unanimity  in  the  persuasion  of  an  assembled 
multitude.  All  combined  produces  enthusiasm,  pride,  and 
a  lawless  excitement  hurrying  on  the  abuse  of  brute  force. 
But  these  causes  would  not  be  sufficient  if  there  were  not  in 
that  multitude  certain  uniform,  internal,  hidden  dispositions 
matured  long  beforehand,  certain  general  opinions  and 
affections  harmonising  in  all  and  conspiring  to  produce 
that  outburst,  which  by  its  suddenness  and  grandeur  over- 
powers and  bewilders  reason,  and  thus  readily  changes  into 
madness  and  cruel  fury.  If  this  circumstance  be  wanting, 
no  riot  takes  place,  but  the  populace  disperses  in  order  and 
in  peace.* 

1 7 19.  The  same  must  be  said  of  national  revolutions. 
Their  success  depends  entirely  on  the  secret  disposition  of 
the  minds  and  feelings  of  the  masses.  If  this  exists,  at  the 
first  hoisting  of  a  flag  the  thought  of  all  is  certain  to  reveal 
itself.  And  as  no  revolution  succeeds  without  such  secret 
disposition  accumulated  in  men's  bosoms,  so  in  all  those 
revolutions  which  have  come  to  nothing  in  spite  of  the  most 
heroic  valour  and  most  magnanimous  sacrifices  on  the  part 
of  a  few  individuals,  the  failure  was  due  solely  to  the  fact 
that  the  people's  reflection,  when  excited,  did  not  find  in 
their  direct  life  a  store  of  available  forces  sufficient  to 
achieve  success. 

ARTICLE    XII. 

Why  man  does  not  stop  at  the  Image,  hut  goes  straight  on  to  the  Being 

represented  by  it, 

1 720.  It  is,  then,  a  psychologfical  law,  that  attention  rests 
only  on  the  last  link  of  the  rational  operation,  that  reflection 

♦  James  Russell  Lowell  has  expressed     poem :  An  Incident  in  a  Railway  Car. 
this  thought    admirably  in  his  noble     — ^Ts. 


\ 


ON  IMAGES  AND  SIGNS.  591 

falls  only  where  attention  rests  (and  indeed  not  always  even 
there),  and  consciousness  is  acquired  only  of  those  things 
upon  which  reflection  falls.  Now  this  is  a  most  precious 
law  also  for  the  reason  that  it  enables  us  to  explain  in- 
numerable other  mysterious  phenomena  of  the  human 
spirit.  We  will  give  an  important  example,  connected  in 
part  with  the  famous  controversy  of  the  cultus  of  images. 

It  is  a  fact  called  in  question  by  no  good  observer,  that 
when  a  person  makes  use  of  an  image,  his  thought  does 
not  stop  short  at  the  image,  but  goes  on  to  what  the  image 
represents. 

The  image  only  serves  as  an  aid  to  the  fancy  and  a 
means  of  direction  to  thought,  so  that  it  may  go  straight 
to  the  absent  object  and  fix  itself  on  it,  in  virtue  of  the 
cosmological  lav/  of  intellective  movement,  which  says : 
"  The  real,  as  term  of  the  rational,  principle,  is  what  rouses 
the  attention  and  leads  it  to  acts  of  subjective  cognition  " 

(1509). 

1 72 1.  In  truth,  who  would  ever  say  that  the  maiden  who 

feels  such  pleasure  in  looking  at  the  likeness  of  the  beloved 

one  to  whom  she  is  betrothed,  and  imprints  a  thousand 

kisses  on  it,  takes  the  likeness  itself  for  the  object  of  her 

affections,  and  not  rather  that  she  intends  those  affectionate 

acts  for  the  person  whom  the  likeness  represents  r    Who 

would  say  that  she  is  in  love  with  that  piece  of  inanimate 

cardboard  or  canvas,  with  that  cold  marble  or  that  bronze 

which  recalls  to  her  the  dear  lineaments  ? 

If  this  were  so,  if  the  likeness  were  the  object  of  her 
affections,  its  possession  would  be  quite  enough  for  her ; 
the  absence  of  her  affianced  would  cause  her  no  annoyance; 
she  would  not  be  waiting  for  him  with  that  painful,  restless 
anxiety  which  makes  her  count  the  moments  (oh  !  how 
long)  of  her  sad  separation  ;  she  would  not  hurry  him  with 
so  many  sighs  and  tears  to  return  from  distant  lands ;  her 
heart  would  find  its  contentment  in  the  likeness,  and  wish 
for  nothing  more. 

Again,  if  the  likeness  were  the  object  of  her  love,  this 
would  have  as  many  objects  as  there  were  likenesses  of  the 


«      v.V         W      ol 
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^  .>vi..     But  if  you  should  question  her  on  this 

..  *v  u.id  see  how  indignant  she  is  at  your  interro- 

.c,    K'W  :>trong  in  her  protestations  that  she  has 

j*»:\  and  would  think  herself  unfaithful  were  she 

iniong  several.     Nevertheless  you  wnll  admit 

- .  >.iv  i;ives  vent  to  her  feelings  sometimes  over  one  like- 

.  vs.  v^'iiictimes  over  another.    Why  then,  I  ask,  does  the 

*ci.c>L  :hat  she  has  but  one  lover,  and  that  she  loves  him 

...  .he  more  because  he  is  one  ?    Is  it  not  clear  as  sunlight 

.aai.  she  does  not  stop  at  the  images,  but  flies  direct  to  the 

.luo  object  represented  by  them  all  ? 

Moreover,  it  may  be  that  the  different  likenesses  do  not 
vill  resemble  her  beloved  to  the  same  degree ;  one  may 
represent  only  his  face,  while  another  represents  his  entire 
figure,  &c.  And  yet  each  of  them  rouses  in  her  heart 
exactly  the  same  affectionate  acts.  Nay,  these  are  roused 
in  her  not  only  by  the  presence  of  a  likeness,  but  also  by  a 
letter,  which  she  kisses  just  as  fondly  and  presses  to  her 
bosom — by  any  little  present  from,  or  any  token  of  him,  in 
short,  by  anything  which  in  any  way  represents  to  her  the 
dear  one  with  whom  she  ardently  desires  to  be  united. 
And  even  if  the  likeness  should  happen  to  be  imperfectly 
executed,  or  to  exhibit  some  unattractive  feature,  she  will 
not  much  care,  provided  only  it  serves  to  keep  her  in  mind 
of  the  object  in  which  she  hopes  to  find  her  future  happi- 
ness. All  these  things  show  to  evidence  that  it  would  be 
mere  folly  to  suppose  that  the  thought  of  the  loving  maiden 
terminates  and  rests  in  the  likeness  or  the  sign.  No, 
indeed !  Its  term  lies  wholly  beyond  that ;  it  lies  in  the 
last  link  of  the  rational  operation,  the  link  upon  which  her 
attention  and  reflection  dwell,  whereas  the  likeness  or  sign 
is  only  an  intermediate  link  over  which  her  thought  rapidly 
passes  without  stopping. 

1722.  Still  we  must  here  make  an  observation.  The 
rational  principle,  in  its  different  operations,  merely 
developes,  specialises  and  actuates  ^^  fundamental  percep- 
tion. This,  and  consequently  all  acquired  perceptions, 
two  terms,  one  corporeal-sensible,  the  other  intellec- 
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tive ;  and  out  of  these  the  rational  principle,  by  uniting 
animality  and  intellect,  makes  a  single  term,  the  term  of 
the  perception.  Hence,  when  the  object  is  perceived,  not 
in  itself,  but  only  by  means  of  an  image  or  vicarious  sign, 
then,  in  virtue  of  the  same  law,  the  rational  principle  forms 
the  term  of  perception  out  of  (i)  the  vicarious  sensible  sign, 
which  takes  the  place  of  the  sensible  action  of  the  being, 
and  (2)  the  intellective  element ;  and  thus  it  individuates  in 
a  certain  way  the  sensible  sign  with  the  being  itself  which 
is  in  the  intellective  concept.  It  follows  that,  although 
the  intellective  object  is  the  true  and  real  object,  yet  the 
sign  is  so  closely  linked  to  it  that  it  seems  to  form  one 
thing  therewith.  Hence  the  understanding  sees  and  con- 
templates the  being  in  the  sign  in  a  manner  precisely 
similar  to  that  in  which  it  sees  a  being  in  sensations.  The 
sensations  are  not  the  being  thought  by  the  understanding, 
yet  in  the  act  of  perception  they  are  what  clothes  that 
being  and  determines  it ;  the  same  thing  happens  when  a 
man  or  any  other  being  is  perceived  by  means  of  a  sign  or 
image. 

1723.  Those  who  properly  understand  this  theory  can- 
not be  surprised  to  find  that  the  nations  anterior  to  Christ, 
or  not  illumined  by  His  light — in  whom  the  force  of 
intellect  was  weak,  but  that  of  the  imagination  and  of 
sensuousness  exceedingly  strong,  while  their  intellective 
development  did  not  reach  much  beyond  perception — ^by 
uniting  and  confounding  the  sign  with  the  thing  signified, 
fell  into  idolatry.  Not  indeed  that  they  paid  adoration  to 
mere  blocks  of  stone  or  to  the  likenesses  of  animals  as  such. 
What  they  really  intended  to  worship  were  certain  higher 
and  divine  powers  which  they  individually  conjoined  with 
these  things ;  although  in  course  of  time  they  went  even  so 
far  as  to  transform  the  beings  which  compose  material 
nature,  as  also  the  works  of  human  art,  into  so  many  divini- 
ties, in  other  words,  to  deify  the  creature.  Of  a  certainty, 
if  in  their  minds  they  had  not  added  to  the  statues  or  other 
material  beings  something  divine,  they  would  never  have 
adored  them.    Ancient  idolatry,  therefore,  did  not  consist 

TOL.  II.  o  o 
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in  worshipping  mere  signs  or  images  (this  would  be  im- 
possible to  man  for  the  reason  stated  above,  that  he  cannot 
rest  with  his  attention  on  what  is  merely  an  intermediate 
link  of  his  rational  operation,  as  signs  and  images  are) ;  but 
it  consisted  in  attributing,  by  a  trick  of  the  imagination, 
the  nature  of  object  to  things  that  were  only  signs  or 
images ;  in  identifying,  through  an  error  of  thought,  the 
material  forms  with  the  divine  object,  and  thus  worship- 
ping those  forms  in  the  belief  that  they  were  this  object  it- 
self or  the  visible  part  of  it.  In  the  case  of  the  ancient 
peoples  this  error  was  facilitated  and  completed  by  their 
seeing  that  the  material  world  teemed  everywhere  with 
forces.  As  these  forces  could  not  consist  in  matter  itself, 
because  matter  was  inert ;  so  they  naturally  supposed  them 
to  be  invisible  beings  endowed  with  transcendant  powers. 
This  mode  of  reasoning  was  correct  enough,  in  fact  it  was 
the  very  same  that  led  ourselves  to  infer  the  necessity  of  a 
corporeal  principle^  which  principle,  however,  those  ancients 
absurdly  made  a  God  of.  Hence  the  worship  of  Genii,  and 
of  Angels,  of  whom  the  Scripture  itself  says :  Omnes  dit 
gentium  dartfwnia.  We  cannot,  therefore,  agree  with  the 
Abb6  De  la  Mennais,  who  maintains  that  the  Gentiles 
could  not  be  considered  as  true  idolators,  because  their 
worship  referred  to  the  divine  virtue  and  power  and  did 
not  terminate  in  their  idols  themselves. 

1724.  Again,  a  distinction  must  be  made  between  such 
signs  as  are  intended  to  direct  the  attention  to  an  absent, 
but  sensible,  object  which  has  previously  fallen  under  one's 
perception,  as  in  the  case  of  the  affianced  maiden  who 
dotingly  contemplates  her  future  spouse  in  the  likeness  she 
holds  before  her  eyes,  and  such  images  or  signs  as  are 
intended  to  direct  the  attention  to  an  object  which  is  in- 
visible and  spiritual,  for  example,  the  Divinity.  In  the  first 
case  there  is  no  reason  to  confound  the  sign  with  the  thing 
signified;  because  as  this  thing  also  is  sensible  and  directly 
known,  so  one  can  imagine  it  as  it  is  in  itself,  and  clearly 
see  how  different  it  is  from  its  sign.  And  even  if  one  had 
not  had  perception  of  the  identical  thing,  but  only  of  other 
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individuals  of  the  same  species,  the  same  would  be  true. 
Thus  no  one  confounds  the  portrait  of  a  man  with  the 
man  himself,  even  supposing  that  he  has  never  seen 
him. 

But  in  the  case  of  invisible  beings,  when  a  sensible 
sign  leads  our  thought  to  them,  we  naturally  desire  to 
grasp  these  beings  themselves,  and,  in  order  to  do  this, 
we  should  require  to  find  in  them  something  sensible,  on 
account  of  the  law  of  intellective  movement  laid  down 
above,  that  "  The  real,  as  term  of  the  rational  principle,  is 
what  rouses  and  holds  its  attention."  As,  therefore,  man 
is  unable  (or  able  only  with  extreme  difficulty  and  after  he 
has  acquired  the  free  use  of  his  thinking  powers)  to  fix  his 
attention  upon  the  invisible,  without  some  sensible  cloth- 
ing ;  so,  whilst  his  mind  is  yet  in  an  undeveloped  state,  he 
attributes  to  that  invisible  the  form  which  he  finds  in  the 
sign,  and  thus  the  image  seen  in  the  idol  readily  becomes 
the  form  attributed  to  the  Grod  who  is  worshipped.  But 
those  nations  which  attributed  human  forms  to  the  images 
of  their  Gods,  fell  at  once  into  Idolatry  and  Anthropomor- 
phism. 

1725.  If  we  consider  that  among  ancient  peoples  the 
understanding  acted  spontaneously,  and  free  thought  was 
little  or  not  at  all  developed,  we  shall  readily  understand 
why  God  forbade  the  Jews  to  represent  the  Divinity  by 
pictures  or  statues.  In  the  child-like  state  of  their  niinds, 
it  would  have  been  most  easy  for  them,  not  to  say  inevi- 
table, to  slip  into  the  two  errors,  whose  natural  origin  we 
have  indicated,  namely.  Idolatry  and  Anthropomorphism. 
On  the  other  hand,  that  free  thought  can  avoid  such  errors, 
or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  recognise  them  as  errors,  is 
shown  by  the  fact  that  in  the  memorable  sixth  century 
before  the  Christian  era,  when  the  Italian  mind  began 
to  philosophize,  one  of  the  first  truths  that  forced  itself 
on  it  was  the  falsity  of  the  human  forms  and  human 
modes  of  action  attributed  by  the  vulgar  to  the  Gods, 
Such  was  the  thought  of  Pythagoras  and  Xenophanes,* 

*  Diogenes  Lacrtius  (Proem)  adds  Xenophanes  to  the  school  pf  Pythagoras. 
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the  latter  of  whom  wrote  these  verses  which  have  come 
down  to  us : 

Si  manus  bovi,  manus  apta  leoni, 
Pingeret,  atque  hominum  tractare  assuesceret  artes. 
Ilia  bovi  similes  superos,  similesque  leoni 
Fingeret ;  acer  equus  specie  formaret  equina. 
Quisque  suo  proprium  vestiret  corpore  Numen  ; 

and  these  others : 

Maximus  idem  hominum  ac  superftm  Deus  unicus  ille  est^ 
Quem  mortalis  homo  non  mente  aut  corpore  reddat.* 

*    AXX   tlmi  y^y^tts  7   c^x^  ^'>  ^'  Xiovnr, 

Toiovd,  o7ov  vif  xot  ovroi  Si/imu  c^X^  o/iAorov 


See  Clement  of  Alexandria,  Stromat.  v, 
Theodoret,  6^npr.  affect.^  Serm.  iii,  and 
Ensebius,  /V(2^.  Evang,^  xiv,  1 6.  Cicero 
repeats  the  last  of  these  two  thoughts  of 
Xenophanes  thus :  An^utas,  ullam  esse 
terra  marique  belluam,  qua  non  sui 
generis  hellua  mctxime  delecteiur? — 
Quid  igitur  miruntf  si  hoc  eodetn  modo 
homint  naturaprtescripsit^  ut  nihil fuU 
chrius  quant  hominem  putaret^  earn  esse 
caussam  cur  Deas  hominum  similes 
putaremus  (this  was  true  of  the  Greeks 
and  Romans,  but  not  of  other  nations 
who  figured  their  gods  in  the  images  of 
beasts,  or  of  inanimate  things).  Quid 
censesy  si  ratio  esset  bestiis^  non  suo  quas- 
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e  generi plurimum  tributurasfuisse  t 
^e  Nat.  Deor.  i,  27.  Simon  Rarsten 
very  acutely  observes  that  Xenophanes 
sa^s,  "if  the  beasts  had  hands,"  whereas 
Cicero  says,  "if  the  beasts  had  reason,** 
a  change  which  indicates  a  different  age 
in  philosophy,  since  at  the  time  of 
Xenophanes  sufficient  attention  had 
not  yet  been  given  by  philosophers  to 
the  power  of  reason,  whereby  man  ex- 
cels the  brutes  {Philos,  Greec,  Vet. 
Reliquiay  vol.  i,  p.  i,  p.  43.  Amster* 
dam,  1830).  [Karsten  aho  suggests 
an  improved  reading  of  the  first  five 
lines  quoted  above.  Ibid.^  p.  41. — 
Tr.] 
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CHAPTER  XXXV. 

PSYCHOLOGICAL  LAWS  CORRESPONDING  TO  THE  COSMO- 
LOGICAL  LAWS  THAT  DIRECT  THE  PRACTICAL  REASON. 
— PSYCHOLOGICAL  LAW  OF  HARMONY. 

1726.  Divine  Wisdom  has  placed  order  in  the  world. 
But  this  order  is  not  in  and  through  the  world  apart  from 
spirit.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  by  an  order  existing  in  and 
through  spirit  that  the  external  world  receives  that  substan- 
tial completion  that  turns  it  from  non-being  into  being. 
Order,  therefore,  in  the  world  apart  from  spirit  is  not  yet 
order,  but  is  merely  a  rudiment  of  the  order  that  is  after- 
wards found  in  the  world  as  existent  in  spirit.  Hence  the 
cosmological  law  of  harmony  must  be  followed  by  the  psy- 
chological law  which  completes  it :  they  are  two  parts  of 
the  same  law,  two  real  relations  in  which  the  same  object 
is  considered.* 

It  was  on  account  of  this  connection  which  belongs  to 
the  synthesism  of  nature  that,  in  speaking  of  the  cosmo- 
logical law  of  harmony,  we  were  obliged  to  deal  in  part 
with  the  question  :  "  What  does  the  soul  contribute  on  its 
part  in  the  production  of  the  world's  harmony  ? "  But  in 
what  we  then  said  we  limited  ourselves  to  the  sensitive 
soul,  inasmuch  as  this,  viewed  in  relation  to  the  rational 
principle,  belongs  to  the  world,  that  is,  to  the  term  of  the 

*  This  truth  was  long  ago  known  by  desires  to  see  how  well  the  great  think- 

the  acutest  minds.      My  Italy !    why  ers  saw  that  all  harmony  perishes  if  we 

dost  thou  not  take  to  being  the  disciple  take  from  the  world  either  the  sensitive 

of  the  great  intellects,  instead  of  for  or  the  intellective  spirit,  has  only  to 

ever  wasting  thy  time    in    the    most  open  John  Kepler's  work  entitled  .A/or- 

frivolous  and  superficial  reading  ?   And  monices  Mundi  (Linz,  1619)  and  i«id 

yet  thou  dreamest  of  becoming  once  Book  IV. 
more  the  queen  of  nations ! — Whoever 
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rational  principle ;  for  the  animal  feeling,  as  well  as  the 
felt,  is  truly  a  natural  term  of  the  human  intelligence. 

We  must  now,  therefore,  continue  and  see  what  the  soul, 
in  so  far  as  rational,  posits  in  the  constitution  of  harmony ; 
and  this  will  in  some  way  complete  the  question  which  we 
proposed  to  ourselves.  At  the  same  time,  we  shall  not  be 
able  to  speak  of  rational  harmony  without  introducing 
other  things  which  are  mixed  up  with  it  and  belong  to 
the  animal  harmony  —  a  subject  ever  new  and  inex- 
haustibly rich  in  matter  for  thought. 


ARTICLE  I. 
Law  of  Regularity. 

1727.  It  is  a  fact  that  every  thing  tends  to  act  regularly, 
and  that  the  rational  principle  takes  delight  in  regularity. 
Whence  comes  this  law,  this  tendency? 

Regularity  may  be  considered  in  two  ways :  in  the 
action  performed  (subjective  regularity),  and  in  the  object 
contemplated  by  the  mind  (objective  regularity). 

1728.  What  is  the  origin  of  subjective  regxdarity,  that 
is,  of  the  tendency  to  act  with  regularity  and  feeling  plea- 
sure therein  r  This  tendency  and  pleasure  are  common, 
both  to  the  sensitive  and  the  rational  principle;  in  fact  they 
form  a  most  general  law  of  all  the  agents  that  pass  from 
power  to  act,  in  other  words,  are  subjects  of  transient 
acts.  What  is,  then,  their  origin  r  Whence  do  they 
proceed  ? 

1729.  The  pleasure  which  every  agent  takes  in  the 
regularity  of  its  o\vn  actions  is  due  to  three  concurrent 
causes,  viz. : 

I .°  The  natural  order  with  which  every  agent  is  consti- 
tuted ; 

2.°  The  law  which  determines  the  mode  of  operating 
proper  to  spontaneity ; 

3.°  The  unity  of  the  agent. 

Let  us  consider  each  of  these 'causes  separately. 
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SECTION  L 

Regularity  of  Action  arising  from  the  Natural  Order  with  which  the 

Agent  is  constituted. 

1 730.  Every  simple  being  has  an  intrinsic  order  without 
which  it  would  not  be  a  being.  Moreover,  every  agent  in 
nature  composed  of  several  elements  is  constructed  and 
organised  by  the  wisdom  of  the  Creator  with  admirable 
order.  Now,  since  order  is  inherent  in  the  nature  of 
the  agent,  it  must  also  be  found  in  its  powers  and  acts. 
The  actions,  therefore,  of  every  agent  must  naturally  be 
characterised  by  order. 

1 73 1.  It  is  from  this  principle  that  the  concept  of  the 
natural  regularity  of  the  action  of  beings  should  be  drawn  ; 
in  other  words,  when  the  question  is  asked:  "In  what  does 
the  regularity  of  the  action  of  beings  consist  r"  one  must 
not  reply  by  imposing  upon  them  an  arbitrary  regularity, 
but  must  deduce  the  regularity  proper  to  them  from  the 
order  with  which  they  are  constituted  according  to  their 
nature.  Hence,  for  example,  that  apparent  regularity 
which  we  see  in  gardens  laid  out  in  what  is  called 
"  French  style,"  and  is  the  work  of  the  gardener's  despotic 
hand,  which  by  dint  of  merciless  loppings  reduces  the 
trees,  some  to  the  form  of  pyramids,  others  to  those  of 
columns,  of  vases,  of  statues,  &c.,  is  not  regularity,  but 
rather  what  I  would  call  a  butchery  and  a  barbaric  destruc- 
tion of  their  natural  and  true  regularity.  And  what  I  say 
of  trees  may  equally  well  be  said  of  the  education  of  men ; 
because  men  too  have  their  natural  regularity y  which  ought 
to  be  protected  and  developed  by  a  wise  education  and  a 
good  government.  To  impose  on  them  a  capricious  regu- 
larity would  be  the  same  as  to  force  on  them  a  nature 
different  from  that  of  human  beings. 

1732.  The  reason  is  that  natural  regularity  is  not  of  the 
same  form  for  all  beings.  It  varies  in  each  according  as 
the  nature  of  each  varies. 
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SECTION  II. 


Regularity  of  action  arising  from  the  Mode  of  Operating  proper  to 

Spontaneity. 

1733.  The  spontaneity  belonging  to  the  action  of  beings 
has  this  law,  that  when  it  receives  an  impulse,  it  seconds 
and  continues  the  movement  in  the  way  marked  out  by 
that  impulse.*  This  constancy  of  direction  is  naturally  a 
source  of  regularity y  inasmuch  as  it  secures  the  movements 
against  deviating  either  to  right  or  left.  Hence  it  is  that 
if,  during  a  spontaneous  movement  started  in  one  direction, 
another  impulse  happens  to  be  applied,  compelling  the 
spontaneity  to  interrupt  its  course  and  turn  it  in  another 
direction,  the  agent  feels  discomfort,  because  it  is  impeded 
from  completing  that  action  in  which  its  spontaneity  was 
already  engaged.  On  the  contrary,  it  feels  pleasure  when 
its  spontaneous  actions  are  not  disturbed  and  broken  in 
the  middle.  There  is,  therefore,  a  pleasure  in  that  regu- 
larity of  movement  which  consists  in  its  continuation  till  it 
reaches  its  natural  goal. 

1734.  The  reason  why  spontaneity  does  not  by  itself 
change  its  course  lay,  we  said,  in  this,  that  the  law  of 
inertia  is  mixed  up  with  it ;  and  inertia  consists  in  the 
tendency  to  repose,  which  is  the  contrary  of  exertion,  to 
rest,  which  is  the  contrary  of  motion.  In  fact,  no  agent 
moves  but  to  arrive  at  a  state  in  which  it  can  quietly  rest. 
For  the  same  reason,  it  never  issues  from  its  state  of  repose 
unless  made  to  do  so  by  some  foreign  impulse  which  sets 
it  in  motion  ;  but  when  it  has  been,  so  to  speak,  forced 
into  the  change,  it  goes  on  with  it  in  order  to  find  at  last 
the  more  congenial  state  of  quiet  or,  at  least,  a  condition  of 
uniform  or  immanent  activity.  Hence  spontaneity  does 
not  begin  movement,  but  only  continues  it ;  and  this  law 
applies  not  to  animality  alone,  but  to  all  rational  agents 
also,  except  in  so  far  as  their  free  will  is  concerned. 

1735.  The  same  law  is  also  the  origin  of  habit^  or  that 

*  Anthropology y  Bk.  IV,  439-483. 
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peculiar  disposition  in  virtue  of  which  a  sensitive  or 
rational  agent  finds  a  greater  facility  in  repeating  actions 
which  it  has  previously  performed,  than  in  performing  new 
ones.  The  actions  previously  performed  have  not  alto- 
gether ceased  in  it ;  they  have  left  some  trace  which  dis- 
tinctly marks  out  the  path  for  the  action  to  be  repeated. 
Hence  the  instinct,  which  always  inclines  to  take  the  easiest 
way,  finding  one  ready  to  hand,  does  not  put  itself  to  the 
trouble  of  opening  up  or  groping  for  a  new  one.  The  truth 
is  that  the  entire  action,  which  to  all  appearance  had 
ceased,  remains  slightly  actuated  in  the  acting  principle ; 
there  remains  an  outline  of  it  which  has  the  virtuality  of 
the  action  itself,  and  at  every  new  impulse  changes  into 
act.  Hence  acting  by  habit  is  like  continuing  a  previous 
action  which  has  ceased  only  in  part. 

Thus  we  have  purely  spontaneous  reguUirityy  and  regti- 
lartty  of  /uibit. 

SECTION    III. 
Regularity  0/ Ac  lion  arismg/rom  I  he  Unity  of  the  Agent, 

1736.  But  the  explanation  of  regularity  cannot  be  com- 
plete unless  one  has  recourse  to  the  unity  of  the  acting 
subject.  It  is  upon  this  unity  that  our  closest  attention 
must  be  concentrated.  We  have  already  seen  that  by 
means  of  it  a  perfectly  satisfactory  account  can  be  given 
of  those  facts  of  the  spirit  which  Aristotle  ascribed  to  a 
pretended  common  sensory.  Since  animality  consists  of 
an  extended  and  multiple  term,  and  a  simple  principle,  it 
is  plain  that  the  extended  and  multiple  exists  in  this  simple 
principle  and  derives  its  unity  therefrom.  Now,  as  the 
principle  is  equally  present  to  all  the  parts  assignable  in 
its  continuous  term,  so  it  is  able  to  operate  according  to 
the  laws  of  its  own  spontaneity  in  all  or  in  many  of  them 
at  the  same  time,  and  to  produce  simultaneous  movements 
in  them.  These  movements  must,  therefore,  receive  a  two- 
fold order ;  one  from  the  organisation  of  the  parts  of  the 
extended  term,  the  other  from  the  unity  of  the  principle 
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which  moves  them,  and  from  the  laws  of  its  spontaneity, 
these  laws  being,  on  account  of  its  simplicity,  exactly  the 
same  in  all  those  parts  of  the  continuous  which  it  embraces 
in  its  action.  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the  parts  of  the 
animal  body  are  regularly  disposed,  and  the  principle 
which  moves  them  is  one,  their  movements  must  necessarily 
proceed  with  regularity. 


SECTION  IV. 
Coniinuaiion, — Regularity  arising  from  the  laws  of  the  Imagination, 

1737.  But  this  is  not  all.  The  regularity  of  which  we 
are  speaking  is  aided  also  by  the  law  of  the  imagination,  a 
law  wonderfully  ordered  by  the  Creator.  What  is  this 
law  ?  It  may  be  described  as  follows  :  "  In  the  brain  (the 
sensory  of  imagination)  the  outer  world  is  marked  out  as 
it  were  in  miniature  traces,  just  as  we  see  it  marked  out  in 
the  optic  sensory  by  the  impressions  of  light.  These  tiny 
world-traces,  distributed  over  the  surface  of  the  brain, 
when  considered  subjectively,  are  the  images;  and  be- 
tween them  and  the  human  body  there  is  this  peculiar 
correspondence,  that  they  become  principles  and  seats 
of  suitable  movements  in  such  a  manner  that  the  sensitive 
principle,  in  order  to  produce  in  the  members  of  the 
body  the  movements  it  longs  for,  has  merely  to  act  on 
those  minute  extremities  of  the  brain  where  the  traces  are. 
The  movements  in  question  will  naturally  follow." 

It  will,  of  course,  be  seen  that,  speaking  properly,  the 
position  of  the  sensitive  principle  in  this  fact  is  not  the 
same  as  that  of  the  pianist,  who  produces  musical  notes 
simply  by  touching  the  keys  of  his  instrument,  or  of  the 
steersman  of  a  ship,  who  by  slight  turnings  of  the  wheel 
moves  and  governs  at  will  the  ponderous  rudder  of  the 
vessel :  no,  these  similes,  though  approximative  in  a  certain 
way,  are  not  exact.  The  movements  which  the  pianist 
causes  directly  in  the  keys,  and  that  which  the  steersman 
causes  by  turning  the  wheel,  are  communicated   to  the 
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chords  of  the  instrument  and  to  the  rudder  by  an  action 
wholly  mechanical ;  whereas  the  sensitive  principle,  from 
the  image  present  to  it,  receives  nothing  except  an  excite- 
ment to  and  a  direction  in  the  doing  of  that  act  which 
directly  and  immediately  moves  the  members  of  the 
body;  this  being  completely  impressionable  to  the  needs 
of  its  longings.  For  example,  the  hungry  animal 
feels  that  unrest  which  urges  movement  toward  the 
satisfaction  of  the  appetite.  But  if  there  return  to  its 
imagination  the  place  where  it  has  previously  satisfied 
its  hunger,  and  the  food  it  found  there,  then  the  complex 
image  of  its  state  in  that  place,  of  the  satisfaction  enjoyed 
in  it,  and  of  the  way  leading  thereto — an  image,  be  it 
remembered,  which  is  an  association  of  several  images 
fused  into  one,  into  a  single  feeling — will  be  sufficient, 
both,  to  excite  in  it  that  amount  of  motor  force,  and  to 
determine  that  direction  which  will  rapidly  carry  it  to  the 
real  spot  corresponding  to  the  imaginary  one  by  reason  of 
the  correspondence  of  the  images  with  the  real  entities 
that  caused  the  sensations.  It  is  merely  a  matter  of  the 
animal  sensibility  confronting  the  sensation  it  has  had 
with  the  image  of  the  same — ^two  things  between  which,  in 
point  of  fact,  there  is  a  proportion.  I  say  there  is  a  pro- 
portion, because,  while,  on  the  one  hand,  space  or  unlimited 
extension,  as  we  have  explained,  is  present  and  existing  in 
the  fundamental  animal  feeling,  on  the  other,  the  limits 
which  give  a  figure  to  that  space  are  marked  alike  by  the 
external  sensation  and  by  the  image — two  modes  of  one 
and  the  same  feeling.  The  movements,  therefore,  which 
guide  the  animal's  legs  to  carry  it  to  the  spot  where  it  has 
previously  satisfied  its  hunger,  are  active  feelings  whereby 
it  tries  to  complete  by  sensation  the  satisfaction  which  it  has 
in  image.  There  is  a  transition  from  the  (non-satisfying) 
state  of  image  to  the  (satisfying)  state  of  sensation ;  and 
the  movements  caused  in  the  legs  are  a  series  of  active 
feelings  that  connect  these  two  states,  that  is  to  say,  feel- 
ings which  set  out  from  the  state  of  imagined  satisfaction 
in   order  to   reach   a  state  of  satisfaction   felt  and  fully 
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enjoyed.  And  all  this  series  of  active  feelings  and  conse- 
quent movements  is  itself  traced  out  in  the  cerebral 
sensory,  and  reproduced  in  accordance  with  these  traces. 
In  the  opposite  case,  that  is,  if  these  feelings  have  not  been 
previously  experienced,  they  may  spring  up  as  so  many 
tentative  ways  whereby  the  disagreeable  state  of  unrest 
seeks  to  unfold  itself,  and  in  flying  from  which  state  the 
animal,  as  it  were  by  a  kind  of  groping,  manages  to  get 
rid  of  it,  and  to  find  the  satisfaction  longed  for.* 

1738.  Here  it  should  be  observed,  that  what  we  have 
said  of  the  brain,  viz.,  that  it  is  only  the  organ  of  imagina- 
tion, and  not  of  thought,  applies  also  to  every  other  sen- 
sory that  is  endowed  with  retentive  power;  because  animal 
feelings  do  not  consist  wholly  in  images,  but  are  many  and 
very  various.t  In  order,  however,  to  simplify  our  discus- 
sion, we  will  speak  only  of  those  movements  which  are 
begun  and  directed  by  images. 

1739.  From  the  description,  then,  which  we  have  given 
of  the  manner  in  which  the  animal  moves  so  as  to  reach 
the  spot  where  it  formerly  satisfied  the  cravings  of  its 
hunger,  we  may  gather : 

i.°  That  the  imaginaiiofi^  or  the  preservation  in  the  re- 
tentive faculty,  of  the  satisfying  state  which  the  animal 
wants,  is  the  principle  of  its  movement ; 

2.°  That  this  movement  is  directed  to  seeking  the  actual 
attainment  of  the  imagi^ted  satisfying  state^  in  other  words, 
to  passing  from  the  state  of  simply  imagined  satisfaction  to 
that  oifelt  and  enjoyed  satisfaction ; 

3.°  That  these  two  states  are  separated  by  a  series, 
more  or  less  long,  of  other  states  through  which  the 
animal  must  pass  in  order  to  reach  what  it  longs  for,  that 
is,  the  state  oifelt  satisfaction  ; 

4.°  That,  on  being  moved  to  make  this  transition,  it  tries 
to  go  through  that  series  of  states  which  ultimately  leads  it 
from  the  imagined  to  the  felt  satisfaction ; 

5.°  That  the  intermediate  states  are  those  successive 
ones  in  which  the  animal  finds  itself  during  the  movements 

*  Anthropology,  Bk.  II,  439-483.  t  Ibid,,  Bk.  11,  45-498. 
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it  performs  in  order  to  attain  satisfaction,  for  example, 
those  by  which  it  proceeds  to  the  place  where  the  food  is; 

6.°  That,  if  the  series  of  intermediate  states  has  not 
been  previously  experienced  by  it,  and  therefore  is  not 
marked  in  its  cerebral  sensory,  the  animal  is  obliged  to 
grope  for  it,  like  the  wolf,  which  after  having  vainly 
wandered  about  in  search  of  prey,  is  at  last  set  on  the  right 
track  by  the  scent  wafted  to  its  nostrils  from  yon  sheep- 
fold; 

7.°  That,  inasmuch  as  the  series  of  these  states  is 
arranged  in  an  order  of  succession,  it  comes  to  pass  that 
the  succession  itself,  though  seemingly  incapable  of  being 
marked  in  the  brain  as  succession,  remains  nevertheless  in 
the  virtuality  of  the  sensitive  principle.  Owing  to  its  unity 
and  identity,  this  principle  is  present  to  the  multiplicity  of 
the  successive  series,  just  as  it  is  present  to  the  multiplicity 
of  the  parts  assignable  in  the  extended.  Furthermore,  in 
virtue  of  the  law  of  habit,  it  is  able  to  retrace  all  the  steps 
of  the  succession,  and  that  too  with  a  single  principal  act, 
wherein  its  simple  activity  extends  all  at  once  to  the  entire 
succession.  In  this,  we  may  fairly  suppose,  it  is  assisted 
also  by  the  docility  of  the  organism,  in  which  certain  move- 
ments may  be  so  nicely  adjusted  with  reference  to  others, 
that  they  must  almost  necessarily  follow  them.  Such  must 
undoubtedly  be  the  case  with  those  persons  who  dream  that 
they  are  running  or  flying. 

We  must,  then,  hold  fast  to  the  distinction  between  the 
three  parts  in  the  chain  of  operations  through  which  the 
animal  instinct  proceeds,  namely:  i.°  The  state  from  which 
the  animal  sets  out  (a  state  of  anticipated,  expected,  i?nagtned 
satis/aclion) ;  2.°  The  state  which  it  reaches  by  its  move- 
ments and  efiForts  (a  state  of  complete,  exhaustive/^?// j^A>- 
f action)  \  3.^  The  intermediate  states,  through  which  the 
animal  passes  in  order  to  transport  itself  from  the  first 
state  to  the  second  (states  of  disquiet,  effort,  movement). 

1740.  Now  the  intermediate  states  through  which  the 
animal  passes  in  order  to  complete  the  satisfaction  begun 
in  the  fantasy  or,  generally,  in  the  internal  sense,  may  be 
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more  or  less  numerous  according  as  the  state  from  which  it 
sets  out  is  more  or  less  removed  from  the  state  which  it  is 
endeavouring  to  reach.  Let  us  suppose  a  case  in  which 
there  were  none  of  these  intermediate  states.  Then  the 
state  of  complete  or  increased  satisfaction  would  follow  im- 
mediately upon  the  state  of  imagined  satisfaction.  And 
this  is  exactly  what  happens  when  the  animal  tends  to  in- 
crease a  sensible  satisfaction  or  pleasure  by  merely  actua- 
ting its  sensories  in  a  higher  degree,  in  order  to  feel  with 
greater  keenness  and  delight  what  it  has  begun  to  feel 
slightly. 

With  respect  to  this  immediate  transition  from  the  state 
of  inchoate  to  that  of  complete  satisfaction,  we  must  again 
extend  what  we  have  said  of  the  wiaguiatmi  to  all  kinds  of 
vaX.'^mdX  feelings  generally.  The  imagination  is  only  one 
mode  of  feeling,  it  is  feeling  in  the  brain,  where  principally 
the  optic  sensations,  which  have  the  form  of  images,  are  re- 
produced ;  but  there  are  many  other  sensories  besides,  and 
every  animal  feeling,  to  whatever  sensory  it  may  belong, 
is  a  source  of  instinct.  Hence  the  animal,  whenever  it  feels 
a  pleasurable,  but  only  inchoate  sensation,  exerts  itself  to 
complete  the  same  as  nearly  as  it  can,  that  is,  to  make  it 
increase  to  that  degree  of  intensity  which  could  not  be 
exceeded  without  necessitating  a  labour  too  great  for  the 
force  of  its  conation. 

1 741.  Here  appears  again  the /or?fialive  virtue^  whereby 
living  elements  combine  into  seeds  and  into  animals ;  seeds 
likewise  evolve  into  animals ;  and  animals  grow,  develope, 
attain  perfection,  decay  and  die.  Now,  since  in  every 
aggregate  put  together  by  the  formative  virtue  there  is  a 
single  principle  of  action,  as  well  as  an  ordered  union  of 
feelings  arranged  in  an  extended  term,  it  will  be  readily 
understood  that  the  formative  virtue  may  be  looked  at  from 
two  points  of  view:  (i)  from  that  of  the  single  principle  in 
which  its  efficiency  lies ;  (2)  from  that  of  the  term,  felt  by 
means  of  sensations  harmoniously  connected,  and  therefore 
containing  the  norm  that  directs  the  principle  in  its  action. 
This  term,  considered  as  a  sensuous  instinct,  may  fittingly 
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be  represented  as  being,  so  to  speak,  a  living  self-acting 
stamp ;  and  on  this  account  we  reserve  for  it  the  denomina- 
tion oi  plastic  force. 

1742.  Whether  in  the  more  perfect  animals,  which  are 
furnished  with  brains,  this  organ  of  the  imagination  con- 
tributes to  impart  a  certain  conformation,  certain  accidents, 
certain  dispositions,  to  the  foetus,  is  a  question  which  we  do 
not  possess  knowledge  enough  to  answer.  But  we  think 
we  may  say  this  much :  i.°  that  in  explaining  the  confor- 
mation and  disposition  of  the  foetus  account  must  be  taken, 
not  of  the  imagination  of  the  mother  taken  by  itself,  but  of 
the  whole  maternal  feeling,  as  also  of  the  feeling  annexed 
to  the  elements  of  which  the  foetus  is  composed,  and  to  the 
foetus  itself  after  its  composition  ;  2.°  that  since  the  imagi- 
nation forms  part  of  the  maternal  feeling,  it  is  not  un- 
likely that  it  has  a  certain,  more  or  less  indirect,  influence 
on  the  foetus;  for  it  certainly  has  an  influence  on  the 
whole  animal  being  of  the  mother,  which  remains  modified 
by  the  passions  that  are  roused  and  fostered  by  the  imagi- 
nation.* 

1743.  But  in  order  to  complete  this  discussion  we  must 
still  inquire  by  what  principle  the  imagination  is  moved. 
It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  every  image  is  composed  of 
many  parts,  of  forms  shaped,  some  in  rectilineal  outlines 
and  some  in  curved,  of  colours  in  various  shades,  and  even  of 
different  movements  which  the  image  performs  as  if  it  were 
a  running  steed.  Now  these  parts,  shades  and  movements 
observe  a  certain  order ;  they  are  not  thrown  together  at 
random.  Who,  then,  is  the  wonderful  painter  who  has 
been  able  to  arouse  in  the  interior  sensory  so  many  minute 
movements,  so  nicely  proportioned  to  each  other  as  to 
render  the  image  perfect,  without  one  movement  too  many 

♦  Hence  we  do  not  think  it  possible  a  very  partial  influence  in  this  matter, 

to  maintain  the  theory  of  the  ancient  is  that  the  action  of  the  fonnative  virtue 

physicians,  that  Phantasia  dirigit  con-  is  very  far  removed  from  consciousness ; 

formatricem  per  species    exemplariter  whereas,  if  it  took  ])lace  by  means  of 

(See  Fieno,  ue  Viribus  Imagination  is  ^  those  species,  there  would  be  no  diffi- 

Qusest.  XV).    A  proof  that  the  formative  culty  in  directing  one's  reflection  to, 

virtue    docs   not   act    merely  through  and  thus  having    some   consciousness 

species  supplied  by  the  fantasy,  and,  of  it. 
indeed,  that  such  ^ecies  can  have  only 
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or  too  few,  which  would  have  ruined  everything  r  If  we 
consider  carefully,  we  shall  find  here  a  stupendous  work  of 
nature;  for  the  interior  sensory  is,  by  itself,  capable  of 
rendering,  not  only  images  taken  in  their  entirety,  but  also 
their  parts,  and  even  colours  that  do  not  represent  any- 
thing. What,  then,  is  the  single  principle  which  deter- 
mines it  to  such  a  complex  of  sensations  as  renders  the 
image  thus  entire  and  exquisitely  beautiful,  and  that  too, 
not  by  composing  it  bit  by  bit,  not  by  adding  hue  to  hue, 
and,  as  it  were,  touch  to  touch,  as  the  painter  does,  but 
positing  it  all  and  finally  in  act,  at  one  sweep  and  in  a 
single  instant  ?  or  as  nature  itself  does  when  it  paints  the 
flowers  and  the  insects,  whose  harmonious  colours  are  all 
put  on  at  once,  so  that  the  beautiful  picture  appears  ready 
formed  and  complete,  without  a  single  leaf  or  wing  being 
neglected  in  the  process,  or  less  elaborately  painted  than 
the  one  pairing  with  it  r 

To  explain  this  fact  of  perfect  order  and  regularity 
which  appears  complete  in  the  image  from  the  very  first, 
we  have  recourse  to  the  three  following  principles : — 

i.*^  The  simplicity  of  the  sensitive  principle,  which  is 
the  operator  or  efficient  cause  (although  other,  exciting, 
causes  may  concur  with  it),  and,  owing  to  this  its  property, 
is  simultaneously  present  to  all  the  original  sensation, 
which  the  image  reproduces  ; 

2.^  The  force  of  futbity  which  has  this  effect,  that  an  act 
once  performed  is  easier  to  do  again ;  because  the  rudiments 
of  that  act  remain  in  the  soul,  and  hence,  although  the  act 
itself — in  our  case,  the  sensation  experienced — ^has  ceased, 
the  soul  tends  to  determine  itself  to  it ; 

3.°  But,  considering  that  the  images  which  occur  in 
dreams,  or  even  in  waking  hours,  are  not  perfect  reproduc- 
tions of  the  sensations  one  has  had,  it  becomes  necessary 
to  have  recourse  to  a  third  principle,  which  is  that  "  the 
animal  invariably  does  what  is  easiest  and  most  pleasur- 
able to  it,"  that  is  to  say,  taking  into  account  all  the  con- 
ditions in  which  its  sensitive  and  instinctive  principle 
happens  to  find  itself. 
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Now  what  moves  the  sensitive  principle,  one  and  simple, 
to  produce  images  in  itself,  is  a  multitude  of  internal 
stimuli,  principally  the  humours  of  the  human  body,  which 
by  their  movements,  regular  or  irregular,  excite  to  its  acts 
the  internal  sensory  of  imagination,  and  with  it,  of  course, 
the  single  principle  from  which  its  vital  action  springs.  This 
principle,  therefore,  allows  itself  to  be  roused  to  action  by 
the  concurrence  of  that  multitude  of  stimuli,  and  its  spon- 
taneity determines  itself  to  that  kind  of  complex  action 
which  is  easiest  and  most  pleasurable.  It  never  resists  the 
excitation  of  any  stimulus,  unless  prompted  to  do  so  by  a 
greater  stimulus.  At  the  same  time,  its  oneness  and 
simplicity,  aided  also  by  habit,  render  it  a  matter  of  neces- 
sity and  spontaneity  for  it  to  put  order  among  even  the 
smallest  images,  or  parts  of  images,  which  the  stimuli 
provoke  in  its  sensory.  The  reason  of  this  is,  (i)  because 
it  could  not  with  a  single  act  produce  them  all  together, 
except  that  act  were  such  as  to  synthesize  and  order  them 
in  unity,  while  on  the  other  hand  it  would  be  a  source  of 
gfreat  annoyance  to  it  to  leave  them  scattered  at  random,  or 
to  suppress  them  by  resisting  the  stimuli  which  excite 
them ;  (2)  because  their  harmonious  union  gives  it  more 
pleasure,  more  delight.  But  it  finds  this  harmonious 
union  at  once,  because  such  union  is  determined  by  its 
nature  itself,  that  is,  by  the  law  of  the  easiest  and  most 
pleasant.  It,  therefore,  throws  its  governing  and  ordering 
activity  into  this  act,  and  thus  obtains  a  scenery  of  images, 
which,  though  they  may  in  part  be  diversified  from  the 
sensations  previously  experienced,  are,  nevertheless,  well 
ordered,  for  example,  in  the  form  of  a  story,  and  well  con- 
nected together.  Thus  the  governing  activity,  which  the 
sensitive  principle  has  with  regard  to  the  images  about  to 
be  excited,  plays  here  a  very  large  part. 

The  act,  therefore,  whereby  the  image  is  repristinated  is 
a  single  act,  although  it  extends  to  many  simultaneous 
movements  in  the  various  fibres  of  the  brain  which  have  to 
reproduce  the  image,  and  this  because  the  sensitive  soul 
can,  by  a  single  act,  produce  several  effects  to  which  in  its 
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i74>5-  Nov.  if  so  xnich  re^plarirr  cs  tbomci  col  the  actions 
of  :he  animal,  iSnere  caznoc  osrtaialy  be  lessBX  those  of  the 
rarfooal  principle.  Bsx  sEsce  the  term  of  the  ra&booal  prin- 
ciple lies  in  ::s  «ic/a:t^  it  becooies  oar  dotf  ^  speak  of 
ofajectiYe  regularizy. 

WhjT,  then,  is  ir  a  pleasare  to  the  mind  to  contemplate 
what  is  regnlarl  V  arranged  ? 

1746.  If  we  consider  that  a  moltiplicitj  of  things^  when 
regnlariy  arranged,  is  easier  for  thought  to  conceive  and 
embrace,  and  that,  by  the  law  of  ^xmtaneity  which 
governs  every  agent,  the  easiest  is  always  preferred,  we 
shall  find  herein  a  first  reason  why  it  must  be  pleasant  for 
a  person  looking  at  a  multitude  of  things  to  find  regularity 
in  their  arrangement.  In  tatct,  to  be  regulaiiy  arranged 
means  to  be  arranged  with  order,  and  this  means  to  be 
arranged  according  to  a  single  rule,  in  which  the  mind 
tees  at  a  glance  what  the  whole  of  that  arrangement  is, 
what  it  ought  to  be. 

For  example,  let  us  imagine  a  series  of  numbers  dis- 
tributed in  arithmetical,  or  geometrical  progression.   When 
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'wre  know  the  difference  between  the  first  number  of  the 
series  and  the  second,  or  the  quotient  of  the  second  divided 
by  the  first,  we  have  all  that  we  require  for  knowing  what 
will  be  the  distribution  of  all  the  numbers  to  come,  and 
we  can  thus  by  ourselves  easily  write  down  that  series  to 
any  length  we  please.  From  this  example  it  is  manifest, 
that  merely  by  ascertaining  the  rule  which  governs  a 
given  orderly  distribution  of  things,  the  mind  comts  to 
embrace  in  an  abbreviated  form  the  whole  multitude  of 
those  things  in  so  far  as  they  are  regularly  disposed,  nay 
even  the  greatest  multitude  it  chooses  to  imagine  as  dis- 
posed in  the  same  way. 

Those  at  all  conversant  with  mathematics  need  not  be 
told  that  curves  are  expressed  by  means  of  algebraic 
equations,  wherein  one  is  simply  furnished  with  the  rule 
according  to  which  all  the  points  assignable  in  a  curve  are 
arranged,  in  other  words,  with  the  order  in  which  those 
points  are  locally  determined  in  relation  to  one  another. 
It  is  true  that  the  algebraic  equation  does  not  present  to 
the  imagination  the  form  of  the  curve  ;  but  it  offers  to  the 
mind  the  key  to  know  how  it  may  be  described  at  will, 
either  on  paper  or  in  the  imagination  ;  and  this  knowledge 
thus  abbreviated  and  simplified  is  in  the  highest  degree 
delightful  to  the  mind,  which  by  means  of  it  is  able  to 
know  much  more  than  it  could  by  the  perception  of  the 
senses,  a  perception  always  limited  to  a  certain  number  of 
individuals.  Hence,  through  the  intellective  rule,  one 
knows  the  plurality  of  things  as  species  and  not  as 
individualsy  and  this  kind  of  knowledge  embraces  im- 
mensely more  than  the  other. 

1747.  This  is  a  second  reason  why  the  mind  loves  regu- 
larity in  any  manifold  object  contemplated  by  it.  Regu- 
larity enables  it  to  think  the  multiple,  not  only  with 
greater  ease^  but  also  with  increased  knowledgCy  and,  further- 
more, to  think  that  multiple  in  a  way  which  empowers  it  to 
continue  the  multiplication  to  any  extent  whatever.  I  admit 
that  the  mind  could  change  even  an  irregular  multiplicity 

into  a  species^  by  contemplating  it  as  detached  from  sensible 
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perception ;  but  this  would  be  a  most  difficult  operation, 
especially  if  that  multiplicity  were  very  numerous.  Be- 
sides, such  multiplicity  could  not  be  mentally  increased 
unless  the  mind  had  a  rule  to  guide  it  in  that  increase,  as 
happens  in  the  case  of  regular  series;  hence  it  would 
always  remain  limited. 

1748.  And  here  we  discover  a  third  reason  why  regu- 
larity is  delightful  to  the  rational  principle,  namely,  that  it 
renders  it  fit  for  action.  No  sooner  is  this  principle  in 
possession  of  the  rule  which  orders  and  arranges  a  given 
multiplicity  of  things  in  a  given  way,  than  that  rule  be- 
comes to  it  a  principle  and  norm  of  action  in  regard,  both, 
to  reasoning  and  to  every  other  kind  of  rational  operation. 

Let  us  return  to  Descartes'  immortal  invention  which 
reduced  curves  to  algebraic  formulae.  As  we  have  seen,  to 
put  a  curve  into  an  algebraic  formula  is  merely  to  express 
the  rule  according  to  which  the  points  assignable  in  it  are 
disposed.  Now,  who  does  not  know  how  much  the  pos- 
session of  these  formulae  has  aided  science  in  determining 
a  great  number  of  most  beautiful  properties  of  curves  which 
would  otherwise  have  remained  unknown  ?  But  how  did 
mathematicians  arrive  at  these  determinations  except  by 
basing  their  reasonings  upon  the  rule  according  to  which 
they  found  the  points  assignable  in  the  various  curves  to  be 
disposed  in  relation  to  each  other,  and  expressing  these 
dispositions  in  formulae  or  equations  ?  The  discovery  of  the 
various  formulae  which  express  the  kind  of  regularity  proper 
to  each  curve  proved  a  most  abundant  source  of  new  cog- 
nitions. Clearly,  then,  the  knowledge  of  the  rule  accord- 
ing to  which  the  regularity  of  a  given  multiplicity  of  things 
proceeds,  is  a  most  fertile  principle  of  ever  new  truths, 
which  are  all  virtually  contained  in  that  principle. 

1749.  Here  it  should  be  observed,  that  these  truths 
which  are  discovered  by  reasoning  in  the  w^ay  we  have 
stated  are  not  merely  a  source  of  delight  to  the  mind, 
but  can  be  applied  to  practical  uses.  In  proof  of  this, 
we  need  only  refer  to  the  marvellous  progress  that  took 
place  in  practical  mechanics  and  hydrodynamics  in  pro- 
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portion  as  the  rules  which  express  in  a  simple  formula  the 
regrilarity  severally  belonging  to  the  different  straight  and 
curved  lines,  and  to  their  various  systems,  were  being  dis- 
covered. Man  must,  therefore,  love  regularity  in  things 
for  this  reason  also,  that  in  regularity,  when  he  has  once 
found  its  rule,  he  possesses  a  principle  which,  (i)  opens  up 
to  him  a  vast  field  in  which  to  gather  new  cognitions,  and 
(2)  gives  him  new  and  incredible  powers  of  action  in  the 
external  world. 

1750.  We  will  add  ?i  fourth  and  more  subtle  reason.  It 
is  that  the  regularity  of  things,  contemplated  by  the  mind 
and  summed  up  into  a  brief  rule,  aids  man  to  order  himself 
also,  and  hence  to  improve  himself  morally ;  for  so  con- 
stituted is  the  human  being,  that  he  loves  to  reproduce  in 
himself  the  order  which  he  is  accustomed  to  contemplate 
in  his  mind.  This  he  must  do  even  instinctively,  since  the 
rational  principle  too  has  its  instinct,  and  the  order  of  the 
cognitions  existing  in  the  human  mind  is  an  instinctive 
principle  of  well-ordered  action. 

1751.  But  the  fifth  reason  of  the  inclination  of  the 
rational  principle  to  regularities  is  what  explains  and 
completes  all  the  others.  It  flows  from  the  principle  of 
cognition  itself,  which  says :  "  The  object  of  thought  is 
being."  Now,  being  is,  by  its  essence,  one;  hence  the 
mind  rises  all  the  higher  to  the  contemplation  of  being, 
the  more  it  comes  to  discern  the  one  in  the  multiple.  In 
fact,  what  is  it  to  see  the  one  in  the  multiple  ?  It  is  to  con- 
sider the  multiple  in  universal  being,  to  refer  all  the  parts 
of  the  multiple  to  it  as  their  supreme  container.  Inasmuch, 
then,  as  the  good  of  the  mind  consists  in  its  own  proper  term, 
it  follows  that  the  mind  aspires  to  see  all  things  in  uni- 
versal being  where  they  are  found  unified.  This  is  the  chief 
reason  why  the  mind  loves  knowledge  by  the  way  of  prin- 
ciples much  more  than  by  way  of  consequences.  Not  only 
do  principles  extend  infinitely  farther  than  any  number  of 
consequences  deduced  from  them,  and  hence  excel  them  in 
light ;  but  the  consequences  themselves,  when  seen  unified 
in  their  principles,  shine  with  greater  brilliancy.    Now,  to 
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know  a  multiple  in  that  rule  which  disposes  it  in  regular 
order,  is  to  know  it  in  its  principle.  It  is  true  that 
this  latter  kind  of  knowing,  taken  by  itself,  is  only  a  sort 
of  initial  and  virtual  knowing,  and  from  this  point  of  view 
does  not  stand  on  a  par  with  knowing  the  multiple  in  the 
consequences.  And  as,  on  the  one  hand,  consequences 
known  apart  from  their  principles  give  only  a  perceptive 
knowledge,  which  is  very  imperfect  because  extremely 
limited  as  regards  the  extension  of  its  light ;  so,  on  the 
other,  the  knowledge  of  principles  alone,  without  distinc- 
tion of  consequences,  is  an  abstract  knowledge,  also  imper- 
fect, not  indeed  as  regards  the  extension  of  its  light,  which 
i&  infinite,  but  as  regards  intensity,  and  from  the  want  of 
communication  with  the  real  world.  But  when  principles 
and  consequences  are  known  together,  when  the  latter  are 
known  in  the  former,  as  in  the  case  just  mentioned  of  a 
multiple  in  which  one  distinctly  sees  the  rule  according  to 
which  it  is  arranged  and  distributed,  then  one  has  that 
perfect  knowledge  which  folly  satisfies  the  mind,  and  serves 
ta  direct  as  well  as  to  indefinitely  increase  the  human 
activity. 

1752.  Such  are  the  reasons  for  which  the  rational  prin- 
ciple loves  to  contemplate  things  arranged  in  regular 
order. 

But  now,  in  this  regiUarity\  and  consequently  in  the  rules 
which  determine  it,  there  may  be  no  end  of  varieties.  To 
classify  these  different  rules,  and  to  set  forth  their  pro- 
perties, would  be  an  immense  task,  to  be  attempted  by  one 
who  desires  to  compose  a  treatise  on  Callology.  We  shall 
content  ourselves  with  distinguishing  them  into  two  great 


i.^  The  class  of  rules  which  arrange  beings  in  an 
external  order  according  to  place  (symmetry)  and  to 
number  (proportion).     These  may  be  called  rules  of  Cth- 


2.^  The  class  of  rules  which  distribute  beings  according 
to  the  agreement  between  interior  and  exterior,  between 
principle  and  term  (organism),  between  end  and  means» 
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between  principles  and  consequences,  between  cause  and 
eflFect,  &c.    These  may  be  called  rules  kA  Subordination. 

1753.  The  former  kind  of  regularity  is  easier  to  recog- 
nise,  because  it  appears  also  in  things  perceived  with  the 
senses. 

The  second  is  more  difficulty  and  on  this  account  it 
often  seems  as  if  there  were  no  regularity  at  all  in  things 
which  do  not  present  the  first  kind  of  it.  Nevertheless, 
regularity  is  there,  and  of  a  nobler  and  more  excellent 
kind.  It  is  from  not  seeing  this,  that  the  gardener  who 
gives  a  tree  the  form  of  a  cross,  contrary  to  its  nature, 
thinks  he  is  making  it  regular  because  he  is  forcing  upon 
it  a  regularity  of  the  former  kind ;  whereas,  in  fact,  he  is 
destroying  the  regularity  proper  to  the  nature  of  that  tree, 
which  is  a  regularity  of  the  second  kind,  not  understood  by 
that  rude  gardener  or  his  master. 


ARTICLE   11. 

Continuation, — Does  the  Sensitive  Principle  feel  pleasure  in  the 
Numerical  Proportion  of  its  Movements  f 

1754.  But  since  it  is  of  no  small  moment  to  distinguish 
accurately  the  species  and  nature  of  that  harmony  which 
the  sensitive  principle  is  fitted  to  enjoy,  from  that  which 
is  enjoyed  by  the  rational  principle  alone,  let  us  stop  for  a 
moment  to  consider  a  saying  of  Leibnitz,  who  defined 
music  as  "  an  arithmetic  of  the  soul." 

Does  the  sensitive  soul  really  feel  pleasure  in  numbers 
and  their  proportions?  Does  it  enjoy  the  symmetry  of 
parts  ?    Finally,  does  it  enjoy  proportioned  movements  ? 

This  question  calls  for  many  distinctions  and  reflections. 

1755.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  certain  that  whatever  the 
sensitive  principle  enjoys  is  subjecHvey  is  a  modification  of 
itself.  The  intellective  and  rational  principle,  on  the  con- 
trary, enjoys  the  object^  enjoys  what  it  knows  to  be  in  the 
object  and  not  in  itself,  enjoys  a  good  which  it  considers  to 
be  outside  of  itself  and  does  not  refer  to  itsel£ 
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1756.  Nevertheless,  the  sensitive  principle  too  has  an 
extended  and  multiple  term,  in  which  there  are  symmetry, 
number  of  movements,  proportion  of  number  and  propor- 
tion of  time  among  the  movements.  Does  it  enjoy  all  these 
things  ? 

By  what  has  already  been   said  all  objective  enjoy- 
ment of  these  different  kinds  of  order  remains  excluded 
from   it.      Such  enjoyment  belongs   solely  to  the   intel- 
lective and  rational   principle.      What  do  we  mean  by 
saying :   "  all  objective  enjoyment  remains  excluded  from 
it  ? "     We  mean  that  the  sensitive  principle  cannot  enjoy 
that  symmetry  and  proportion  considered  as  something 
good  and  beautiful  in  themselves  and  independently  of 
the  sentient  subject.     The  rational  principle,  which  con- 
siders   symmetry   and  proportion   objectively  as   a  good 
independent    of   itself,    values    and    praises    them    even 
if  by  some  accident  they  were  to  prove  hurtful  to  it;  it 
values  and  praises  them  purely  on  account  of  the  excel- 
lence which  it  sees  them  to  have  in  themselves.     If  they 
produce  effects  that  are  painful  to  it,  it  will  pronounce  an 
adverse  judgment  upon  these,  will  judge  them  evil  (and  in 
such  effects  there  is  already  a  disorder) ;  but  by  the  side  of 
this  judgment  on  the  effects,  the  preceding  judgment  on 
the  cause,  that  is,  on  symmetry  and  proportion,  will  remain 
intact.     The  good  and  the  beautiful  which  it  admires  in 
them  is  immutable  and  eternal,  like  being.    The  sensitive 
principle  can  do  nothing  of  all  this.     It  cannot  know  and, 
consequently,  cannot  appreciate  symmetry  and  proportion 
in  themselves,  but  can  only  feel  their  effects,  and  enjoy  these 
if  they  are  good  for  it.    The  effect,  />.,  the  enjoyment 
derived  from  the  symmetry  and  the  proportion  which  are 
found  in  the  term  of  feeling,  is  not  the  symmetry  itself, 
the  proportion  itself;  although  it  is  analogous  and  corre- 
sponding to  them,  and  might  even  be  said  to  have  symmetry 
and  proportion  in  itself.     Consequently,  the  sensitive  prin- 
ciple does  not  enjoy  symmetry  and  proportion  considered 
as  such. 

1757.  But  here  it  may  be  urged :  By  admitting  that  the 
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sensible  enjoyment  also  has  in  it  S3mimetry  and  propor- 
tion, do  you  not  imply  that  these  are  enjoyed  by  it  ? 

We  answer :  By  no  means ;  for,  when  a  g^ven  thing  is  en- 
joyed, that  which  is  enjoyed  is  one  thing,  and  the  enjoyment 
itself  is  another.  To  say  that  enjoyment  enjoys  itself  would 
be  a  mere  logomachy,  a  making  two  of  what  is  only  one. 
Enjoyment  does  not  enjoy  itself;  but  man,  by  it,  simply 
enjoys  [has  a  pleasurable  feeling].  If,  therefore,  in  the  en- 
joyment itself,  as  contemplated  by  the  mind,  there  appears 
to  be  a  certain  order  similar  to  that  of  symmetry  and  pro- 
portion, what  we  must  say  is,  not  that  the  sensitive  prin- 
ciple enjoys  symmetry  and  proportion  as  such,  but  rather 
that  enjoyment  is  a  kind  of  living  and  enjoying  symmetry 
and  proportion.  Beyond  all  question,  the  order  of  sym- 
metry and  proportion  existing  in  things  is  not  enjoyed  by 
those  things  themselves,  but  by  him  who,  contemplating 
them,  sees  it  in  them.  If,  therefore,  the  rational  principle 
finds  symmetry  and  proportion  in  the  internal  constitution 
of  animal  enjoyment,  it  is  the  rational  principle  that  enjoys 
this  order,  has  this  enjoyment ;  but  the  enjoyment  is  only 
a  perfectly  simple  fact,  ignorant  of  itself  and  of  its  own 
nature.  It  follows,  that  the  enjoyment  constituted  by  the 
symmetry  and  proportion  of  its  term  is  still  an  effect,  and 
not  an  enjoyment  of  these  harmonious  arrangements. 

1758.  There  is,  therefore,  a  marked  difference  between 
the  questions : 

(i.)  Does  the  sensitive  principle  enjoy  symmetry  and 
proportion  ? 

(2.)  Does  the  sensitive  principle  have  enjoyment  from 
the  effect  which  the  symmetry  and  proportion  belonging  to 
its  term  produce  in  it  ? 

The  first  of  these  questions  must  be  answered  in  the 
negative.  The  correctness  of  this  answer  is  confirmed  by 
the  reflection  that,  if  the  sensitive  principle  were  fit  to  enjoy 
symmetry  and  proportion,  it  ought  to  enjoy  all  the  symme- 
tries and  all  the  proportions  that  happen  to  be  in  its  term, 
exactly  like  the  rational  principle  which  contemplates  these 
orderly  arrangements  in  its  object ;  whereas  the  fact  is  the 
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other  way.  Experience  shows  that  the  sensitive  principle, 
while  put  into  a  state  of  enjoyment  in  consequence  of 
certain  symmetries  or  proportions  assumed  by  its  term, 
derives  no  such  feeling  from  other  symmetries  and  propor- 
tions that  do  not  cause  in  it  the  pleasant  effect  to  which  it 
tends.  What  this  principle  enjoys,  therefore,  is,  not  the 
essence,  the  ground  of  symmetry,  but  the  effect  which 
symmetry  sometimes  produces  in  it,  and  sometimes  not. 

1 759.  Now,  it  was  through  having  confounded  these  two 
perfectly  distinct  questions,  that  several  thinkers  of  the 
highest  order,  among  them  Plato  and  Leibnitz,  came  to  at- 
tribute to  the  sensitive  soul  a  kind  of  occult  and  mysterious 
reasoning,  and  represented  it  as  capable  of  calculating,  and 
as  being  deeply  skilled  in  refined  arithmetic  and  sublime 
geometry.  Errors  these  undoubtedly  were,  but  sublime 
errors,  which  only  such  rare  intelligences  could  have  fallen 
into,  since  they  alone  had  succeeded  in  discovering  the 
symmetries  and  proportions  inherent  in  the  term  of  feeling, 
although  unfortunately  they  did  not  advance  so  far  as  to 
distinguish  from  them  the  pleasurable  feeling  which  is 
their  effect.  Hence  they  credited  feeling  with  enjoying  the 
cause  which  constitutes  it;  whereas  the  truth  is  that  feeling 
does  not  even  know  this  cause,  and,  though  it  has  enjoy- 
ment in  the  symmetrical  and  proportioned  term,  does  not 
enjoy  its  symmetry  and  proportion  as  such. 

1760.  It  is  easy  for  great  minds  to  fall  into  this  illusion; 
because  it  seems  as  if  the  sensitive  soul  performed  exactly 
the  same  operations  as  the  arithmetician,  though,  in  point 
of  fact,  it  does  nothing  of  the  kind. 

Do  we  wish  to  see  the  sensitive  soul  do  what  seems  to 
be  the  adding  of  two  quantities  ? 

Let  us  imagine  that  we  are  crossing  a  lake  in  a  boat, 
while  another  boat  passes  close  by  us  in  the  opposite 
direction.  As  we  look  at  the  boat  passing  alongside,  our 
eye  seems  to  add  together  most  accurately  the  velocity  of 
the  two  boats ;  because  the  velocity  with  which  that  boat 
apparently  moves  is  precisely  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  two 
velocities  combined. 
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Do  we  wish  to  see  the  sensitive  soul  seem  to  perform  a 
subtraction  ? 

Let  us  suppose  that,  while  we  are  rowing  slowly  across 
the  same  lake,  another  boat  follows  close  by  in  the  same 
direction,  but  going  at  a  speed  twice  or  thrice  as  great  as 
that  of  ours,  what  will  our  eye,  in  looking  at  that  boat,  see  ? 
It  will  see  it  moving  with  a  velocity  exactly  equal  to  the 
difference  between  the  velocities  of  the  two  boats.  The 
-eye  catches  this  difference  with  a  precision  which  no  calcu- 
lator could  exceed. 

Do  we  wish  to  see  the  sensitive  soul  seem  to  go  through 
a  multiplication,  a  division,  or,  more  briefly,  to  perform 
these  two  operations  at  once,  and,  for  this  object,  to  insti- 
tute also  a  true  geometrical  proportion  ? 

Let  us  imagine  that,  while  our  boat  is  crossing  the 
lake  in  a  straight  line,  our  eyes  gaze  upon  two  ridges  of 
mountains,  the  one  farther  off  than  the  other.  With  what 
velocity  will  they  see  those  two  ridges  move  towards  each 
other,  if  we  are  approaching,  or  away  from  each  other,  if 
we  are  going  away  from  them  ?  To  know  this,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  find  out  by  calculation  the  distance  between 
the  two  ridges,  and  also  the  distance  of  the  nearer  one 
from  the  boat.  Only  a  skilled  calculator,  therefore,  would 
be  able  to  tell  you  that  the  apparent  motion  of  the  two 
ridges  results  from  an  equation  expressing  a  geometrical 
proportion.  But,  for  the  eye,  the  problem  is  instantly 
solved  in  the  most  off-hand  way.  Without  taking  any 
measurements,  the  eye  sees  exactly  the  relative  motions 
of  the  two  ridges  proceeding  with  exactly  that  velocity 
which  the  calculator  discovers ;  and  with  this  difference, 
that  the  geometer  may  err  in  his  reckoning,  whereas  the 
result  seen  in  nature  by  the  eye  never  is  wrong. 

What  shall  we  say  then  ?  That  the  sense  truly  calcu- 
lates? That  it  estimates  velocities  more  surely  than  the 
j^eometer's  mind  does  ?  It  would  be  an  absurdity  to  think 
so\  it  would,  in  fact,  be  transforming  sense  into  a  mind 
much  more  sagacious  than  mind  itself.  We  must,  there- 
fore, say,  not  that  the  sense  finds  out  these  results,  but 
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that  nature  produces  them  and  furnishes  them  to  it  ready- 
made.  Such  indeed,  as  we  said  above,  is  the  way  in  which 
nature  has  been  ordered,  although  it  neither  feels  nor 
knows  its  own  order.  The  motion  which  is  presented  to 
the  eye  follows  its  own  laws,  and  it  is  presented  just  as 
these  laws  prescribe.  What  wonder,  then,  if  the  sense  has 
for  its  terms  these  quantities,  so  arranged,  so  proportioned, 
and  if  the  geometer,  when  he  wishes  to  know  their  arrange- 
ment and  order,  must  resort  to  calculations  even  of  a  most 
complicated  kind  ? 

1 761.  Now,  if  there  is  order  in  matter  and  its  move- 
ments, clearly  there  must  be  order  also  in  the  sensorial 
organs,  which  are  composed  of  matter.  And  if  it  is  certain 
that  the  sensitive  principle  tends  to  have,  as  its  term,  a 
determinate  organism,  and  that  one  organism  suits  it  better 
than  another,  because  it  enables  it  to  display  its  activity 
more  fully,  need  we  be  surprised  to  find  that  this  same 
principle  tends  to  have,  in  its  sensories,  certain  movements 
rather  than  others,  and  those  movements  regulated  accord- 
ing to  certain  proportions  of  extent  and  time  ? 

1762.  We  must  also  consider  that  the  form  taken  by  the 
direction  as  well  as  the  communication  of  motion  depends 
on  the  configuration  and  composition  of  the  bodies  them- 
selves. For  example,  a  body  of  a  certain  shape,  on  receiv- 
ing an  impulse  to  motion,  makes  different  movements 
according  to  the  point  at  which,  and  the  direction  in  which, 
the  moving  force  is  applied ;  but  this  same  force,  applied 
to  a  body  of  another  shape,  will  produce  another  kind  of 
motion.  Since,  then,  the  sensorial  organs  also  have  a 
regular  configuration,  suited  to  the  sensitive  principle,  the 
movements  of  these,  if  proper,  must  partake  of  the  same 
regfularity  and,  therefore,  have  a  certain  order. 

1763.  Moreover,  it  is  natural  that  one  of  the  elements 
of  this  order  should  be  the  proportion  of  the  times  in  which 
the  various  motions  impressed  on  bodies  are  performed. 
Unquestionably,  the  communication  of  motion  obeys  the 
law  of  time,  and  the  same  motion,  impressed  on  two  bodies, 
the  one  of  which  has  double  the  mass  of  the  other,  takes 
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twice  as  long  to  traverse  the  whole  of  the  larger  body  and 
communicate  itself  to  all  its  molecules.  Here,  therefore, 
we  have  a  proportion  of  time  corresponding  to  the  propor- 
tion of  mass.  If  the  two  bodies  are  of  equal  densities,  and 
the  volume  of  the  one  is  double  that  of  the  other,  the  com- 
munication of  motion  from  molecule  to  molecule  will  pro- 
ceed in  the  ratio  of  the  volumes.  What  is  said  of  motion 
communicated  simply  by  impulse  must  be  said  equally  or 
similarly  of  that  motion  which  takes  place  by  way  of 
affinity  or  attraction,  by  way  of  undulations  or  vibrations, 
of  simple  as  well  as  compound  motion,  of  motion  result- 
ing from  a  single  force  or  from  several  forces,  &c.  Now,  if 
we  admit  the  law  that  "  The  sensitive  principle  takes  plea- 
sure in  completing  its  acts  and  does  not  like  being  inter- 
rupted in  the  middle  of  them  and  made  to  turn  aside  and 
begin  new  ones,"  it  is  clear  that  the  movements  which  this 
principle  will  look  for  in  its  term  must  be  such  as  to  stand 
in  a  certain  time-proportion  to  each  other,  and  therefore 
must  not  be  huddled  together,  intertwisted  and  confused, 
but  distinct  and  ordered,  so  that,  through  their  regular 
intervals,  it  may  have  the  time  necessary  to  complete  its 
operations  and  display  all  the  actualities  that  are  moved 
by  it.  The  sensitive  principle  does  not,  therefore,  love 
this  order  for  the  sake  of  the  order  itself;  but,  having 
always  a  tendency  to  the  free  and  complete  display  of  its 
activity,  it  feels  pain  when  that  tendency  is  forcibly 
thwarted  and  denied  satisfaction. 

1764.  Why  is  it  that  in  the  production  of  sensations, 
for  example,  those  of  sight  and  hearing,  to  a  given  number 
and  metre  of  vibrations  there  responds  a  perfectly  simple 
sensation,  say  of  white  or  of  red,  of  the  note  re  or  solf 
Does  not  this  manifestly  prove,  that  neither  the  number 
nor  the  proportions  of  the  vibrations  enter  into  our  sensa- 
tions, but  that  each  sensation  arises  as  a  single  effect  of 
these  manifold  extra-subjective  movements  ? 

1765.  It  may  be  objected:  The  impression  of  a  very 
powerful  light  renders  the  eye  insensible  to  the  impressions 
of  a  weaker ;  of  two  rooms  coloured  equally  red,  the  first 
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which  you  enter  seems  redder  than  the  second;*  a  suddem 
transition  from  a  very  high  degree  of  heat  to  one  much 
lower  produces  a  sensation  of  cold;  and,  in  general,  when- 
ever you  happen  suddenly  to  pass  from  one  state  of  excita- 
tion to  another,  the  greater  the  difference  between  these 
states,  the  more  vivid  is  the  sensation  you  experience.  It 
seems,  therefore,  that  sensation  is  not  produced  in  the  ratio- 
of  the  absolute  action  of  the  eternal  stimulus,  but  in  the 
ratio  of  the  proportion  between  the  various  stimuli  that 
succeed  one  another. — ^We  reply  that  the  facts  here  alleged 
do  not  prove  that  the  sensory  feels  the  proportion  of  the 
stimuli,  but  they  prove  that  the  effect  of  this  proportion  in 
certain  circumstances  is  a  more  or  less  vivid  sensation,  and 
this  exactly  for  the  reason  we  have  given,  viz.,  because  the 
sensory,  in  order  to  complete  its  acts,  requires  to  be  stimu- 
lated, not  in  a  hap-hazard  way,  but  with  order  and  propor- 
tion. Hence  movements  too  violent  or  out  of  proportion 
may  produce  a  weaker  sensation,  or  even  no  sensation  at 
all,  as  compared  with  movements  that  are  weaker  but  suit- 
ably proportioned. 

ARTICLE   III. 

The  different  Rules  which  the  Rational  Principle  applies  to  a  Regular 
Multiplicity  show  that  there  are  in  that  Multiplicity  different 
simultaneous  kinds  of  Regularity, 

1766.  It  is,  therefore,  the  rational  principle  alone  that 
enjoys  symmetrical  and  proportional  regularity^  in  a  word, 
order ^  which  is  a  thing  essentially  objective ;  and  the  reason 
is  that  this  principle  alone  discovers  and  contemplates 
more  or  less  distinctly  the  one  simple  rule  that  determines 
regularity. 

This  truth  receives  fresh  confirmation  from  the  follow- 
ing reflection.  A  given  multitude  of  things  may  be  con- 
sidered by  the  mind  from  different  points  of  view,  and 

•  The  harmonious  colour  that  follows  which  we  have  just  experienced  must, 

red  in  the  ontic  sensory  is  the  greenish :  in  the  eye,  degenerate  into  greenish ; 

hence,   while  we  are   passing    to   the  and  this  is  perhaps  why  the  red  of  the 

second    room,    the    sensation    of  -red  second  room  Iooks  faded. 
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hence  may  present  different  regularities,  different  symme- 
tries, without  any  change  taking  place  in  the  real  distribu- 
tion of  those  things.  Now,  if  different  regularities  exist 
in  one  and  the  same  distribution  of  things,  it  follows 
that  these  regularities  do  not  belong  to  the  things  taken 
materially,  nor  to  the  sense-perception  of  them,  but  are  con- 
stituted by  the  different  points  of  view  in  which  the  mind 
regards  that  distribution.  But  what  are  these  different 
points  of  view  ?  Whence  comes  it  that  the  things  are  found 
regxilarly  distributed  in  different  modes?  Undoubtedly 
from  this,  that  the  mind  sees  that  that  same  distribu- 
tion could  have  been  thus  determined  by  different  rules; 
and  so  the  mind  can,  by  applying  various  rules,  see  the 
identical  distribution  arranged  in  various  forms.  An  illus- 
tration of  this  may  be  found  in  the  case  of  the  chess-board. 
Everyone  knows  that  the  chess-board  is  a  square  surface 
divided  into  sixty-four  smaller  squares.  The  distribution 
of  these  squares  is  one  and  perfectly  simple.  But  the  mind 
may  consider  them  as  collocated  and  joined  together  in 
various  modes,  and  the  form  they  present  when  regarded 
in  one  way  is  very  different  from  that  which  they  present 
when  regarded  in  another.  If  we  consider  them  as  squares 
united  by  their  sides  we  get  a  very  different  desigti  from 
what  we  get  by  considering  them  as  united  by  their  angles. 
We  can  even  conceive  a  figure  formed  out  of  a  certain 
number  of  them,  which  figure,  being  continually  repeated, 
will  exhaust  the  whole  chess-board ;  and  this  will  give  us 
a  new  design.  Let  us  take  the  movements  of  the  different 
pieces  of  the  game,  and,  to  be  brief,  let  us  limit  ourselves 
to  three,  the  castle,  the  bishop,  and  the  knight.  The  move- 
ment of  the  castle  goes  from  one  end  to  the  other  of  the 
chess-board  along  the  line  of  squares  in  the  direction  in 
which  they  are  united  by  their  sides.  Accordingly,  if  we  take 
the  entire  row  of  the  eight  squares,  we  shall  have  the  chess- 
board in  a  form  which  may  be  defined  thus  :  "  The  chess- 
board results  from  eight  rows  of  equal  squares  united  by 
their  sides."  Here,  then,  is  a  rule  which  determines  for  us 
a  symmetrical  distribution.    The  bishop,  on  the  contrary. 
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goes  along  the  squares  diagonally,  that  is,  in  the  direction 
in  which  their  angles  touch.  By  reckoning,  therefore, 
according  to  this  system  of  movement,  we  have  the  same 
chess-board  arranged  in  quite  another  form,  whose  defi- 
nition would  be,  "A  square  composed  of  sixteen  rows  of 
squares  joined  diagonally  at  their  angles."  The  movement 
of  the  knight  covers  three  squares,  one  of  them  in  an 
oblique  direction.  These  three  squares  give  a  peculiar 
figure,  which  if  we  consider  as  being  repeated  over  and 
over  again  until  the  whole  chess-board  is  filled  with  it,  the 
result  will  again  be  a  chess-bpard  presenting  an  entirely 
new  design,  and  to  be  defined  as  "  A  square  consisting  of 
an  aggregate  of  twenty-one  figures  composed,  each  of 
them,  of  two  straight  squares  and  one  oblique,  plus  one 
straight  square."*  Thus  does  the  identical  real  chess-board 
become  different  planes  with  different  S)rmmetries,  accord- 
ing to  the  different  relations  of  its  fig^ures ;  in  other  words, 
according  to  the  different  points  of  view  in  which  the  mind 
considers  it ;  exactly  because  these  different  points  of  view 
mean  so  many  different  rules  which  the  mind  employs  as 
principles  determining  symmetry,  in  order  to  conceive 
symmetry  in  the  ground,  the  reason  on  which  it  rests,  as 
is  proper  for  intelligence  to  do. 

1767.  It  is,  therefore,  evident  that  the  regularity  contem- 
plated by  the  mind  is  posited  by  the  mind  itself,  although 
the  mind  could  not  posit  it  unless  in  that  multiplicity  which 
forms  the  object  of  its  contemplation  there  were  certain 
relations  and  correspondences  with  the  ideal  wherein  the 
rules  of  things  are  contained.  And  this  reminds  us 
again  of  the  synthesism  existing  between  the  ideal  and 
the  real. 

1768.  Hence,  also,  we  can  understand  why  the  lower 
animals  do  not  give  any  indication  of  their  enjoying  the 
beautiful,  or  even  musical  harmony ;  although  some  of 
them,  e,g,y  certain  serpents,  are  affected  by  certain  melodies; 

*  Ancient  mosaic  pavements  seem  to  was  that,  unlike  our  modern  carpets, 

have  been  constructed  so  as  to  give  as  they  did  not  weary  the  eye  with  pcr- 

many  figures  as  possible  by  diflferent  petual  sameness.     One  could  discover 

groupings  of  their  parts.    The  result  something  new  in  them  every  day.— Tl 
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which,   however,   is  not  enjoying  the  beautiful^  but  the 
pleasurable  sensible, 

ARTICLE  IV. 
On  the  Harmony  of  Succession, 

1769.  Multiplicity  is  either  simulfaiieous  or  siuccssivc. 
Hence  the  harmony  observable  in  it  is  also  either  sttfrnl- 
taneouSy  on  account  of  the  order  existing  among  a  number 
of  present  things,  for  example,  the  symmetry  of  which  we 
have  spoken,  the  order  between  the  parts  and  the  whole, 
harmonious  sensations,  &c. ;  or  else  sitcccssive^  on  account 
of  the  order  and  agreement  existing  between  the  terms  of  a 
series  of  facts  that  go  before  and  those  that  come  after. 

On  this  successive  harmony  we  have  already  touched 
when  speaking  of  the  sensitive  soul,  and  have  cited  as 
instances  of  it  the  imaginary  colours  and  sounds  which 
succeed  one  another  spontaneously  in  the  sensories  of  sight 
and  hearing.  Let  us  now  consider  it  in  the  rational  prin^ 
ciple  itself,  which  properly  constitutes  man. 

1770.  The  rational  principle  enjoys  order  wherever  it 
sees  it,  for  the  five  reasons  indicated. 

The  rational  principle  may  consider  this  order  as  well 
in  a  thing  different  from  itself  as  in  its  own  feeling.  The 
order  which  man  contemplates  in  his  own  feeling  is  what 
constitutes  the  cesthetic  beautiful.  Feeling  is  ordered  when 
it  is  pleasant.  Hence  the  cesthetic  beautiftU  is  at  once 
beautiful  and  sensibly  pleasant;  whereas  the  beautiful 
considered  in  things  outside  of  one's  feeling  is  beautiful 
without  being  sensibly  pleasant^  without  being  aesthetic. 
This  must  not  be  taken  to  mean  that  the  sight  of  the  beau- 
tiful does  not  please,  but  that  the  pleasure  derived  from  the 
pure  beautiful  is  all  intellective ;  hence,  properly  speaking, 
it  is  the  contemplation  of  it  that  is  pleasant,  and  not  the 
object  of  the  contemplation,  the  beautiful  itself.  On  the 
other  hand,  in  the  case  of  the  order  of  one's  own  feeling, 
there  is,  besides  the  intellective  pleasure  of  contemplation, 
the  pleasure  which  constitutes  the  nature  of  the  thing  con- 

VOL.  II.  Q  Q 
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templatedy  because  what  is  contemplated  is  the  pleasant 
feeling.  In  this  case  the  pleasure  itself  is  the  ndc  whereby 
to  know  whether  the  feeling  is  properly  ordered;  and,  when 
I  say  pleasure^  I  mean  the  true,  natural,  prevailing  plea- 
sure. Now  these  distinctions,  tx.y  between  the  beautiful  in 
general  and  the  (Esthetic  beautiful^  and  between  the  pleasant 
beautiful  and  the  simply  beautiful^  have  not  been  duly  con- 
sidered by  writers  on  the  beautiful,  whom,  as  a  consequence, 
we  find  almost  invariably  confounding  the  pleasant  with  the 
beautifuly  and  restricting  the  most  vast  science  of  Callology 
within  the  narrow  limits  of  -Esthetics.* 

1771.  Now  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  animal  sense 
(partly  owing  to  the  laws  of  the  matter  composing  it  and 
those  of  the  communication  of  motion,  partly  owing  to  the 
organism,  and  partly  also  owing  to  the  relations  which 
the  matter  and  the  organism  have  with  the  laws  of  the 
sentient  principle)  is  so  ordered,  that,  on  receiving  the 
application  of  a  stimulus,  it  is  instantly  determined  and 
moved  to  a  particular  series  of  successive  movements,  and 
not  to  any  other.  Hence,  if  another  series  should  come 
in  to  interrupt  and  disturb  the  first,  the  result  would  be  out 
of  harmony  with  the  sensitive  nature  and  unpleasant. 
Consequently,  the  spontaneity  of  the  sentient  principle, 
which  invariably  tends  to  the  state  and  act  of  greatest 
pleasure,  would  aid  and  promote  the  first  series  of  move- 
ments, and  feel  averse  to  encouraging  the  second.  Thus, 
if  a  violin-string  is  twitched,  it  produces  isochronous 
oscillations,  which  diminish  in  extent  and  rapidity  in  a 
constant  proportion.  If,  therefore,  this  string  were  animate, 
if  it  were  an  organ  of  sense,  it  would  incline  to  complete 
all  these  oscillations  until  it  came  to  rest,  and  would  resist 
any  forces  that  tried  to  interrupt  them,  or  to  alter  the 
isochronism,  which  is  the  mode  of  action  most  easy  and 
natural  to  it.t 

*  The  ancients  were  far  less  guilty  of         t  The  law  of  the  isochronism  of  oscil- 
this  confusion  than  the  modems,  espe-     lations  in  a  \'iolin-string   corresponds 


dally  the  Germans.     Plotinus,  in  nis  perfectly  with  the  law  by  which  it  is 

famous  little  treatise,    Ilf^i  rov  ko^ov,  shown  that  the  cycloid  is  the  line  of 

distinguishes  most  clearly  between  to  most  rapid  descent.    This  remark  will 

•Jff&nroj'  xaxxor  and  to  wrtri  j(«£xxor, — ^Tr.  serve  as  a  light  to  those  readers  who 
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Now  we  must  consider  that,  although  in  the  animal 
there  is  only  one  sentient  principle,  which  constitutes  it,  yet 
there  are  many  sensories,  and  that  in  man,  the  most  per- 
fect of  animals,  there  are  very  many,  as  many  as  are  his 
organs  and  sensitive  appliances,  as  many  as  the  different 
kinds  of  his  sensations :  and  every  one  of  these  sensories 
has  a  series  of  successive  movements  which  is  connatural 
and  pleasant  to  it,  that  is,  a  series  of  sensations,  through 
which  the  first  sensation  passes  before  being  entirely  extin- 
guished. 

Moreover,  if  the  external  stimuli  correspond  to  the 
oscillation  of  the  sensory  organ  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
aid  it  in  going  through  that  series  of  sensations  ordered 
according  to  a  fixed  metre,  and  to  render  these  more 
vivid,  then  those  stimuli  are  pleasant ;  otherwise,  they  are 
irksome,  troublesome,  and  more  or  less  painful. 

1772.  Among  the  circumstances  which  go  to  deter- 
mine the  natural  succession  of  the  sensations  proper  to  a 
sensory  organ,  there  is  also  the  annoyance  and  weariness 
which  arise  when  the  sensations  have  not,  interposed  be- 
tween them,  those  pauses,  that  repose  of  the  organ  which 
refreshes  it  and  restores  it  to  vigour.  This  need  of  repose 
depends  on  the  same  law  that  prescribes  the  metre  of 
the  sensations,  determining  the  intervals  between  them, 
their  duration,  their  intensity,  &c. 

1773.  But  if  the  sensories  are  many,  and  each  of  them 
has  its  own  special  metre  in  the  series  of  sensations 
w^hich  it  delights  in,  how  is  it  that  the  different  seijsories 
do  not  come  into  mutual  collision  when  acting  simul- 
taneously ? — ^We  must  certainly  suppose  that  the  All-wise 
Author  of  human  nature  has,  first  of  all,  harmonized  them 
by  means  of  an  admirable  organism.  In  the  second  place, 
above  them  all,  and,  so  to  speak,  at  their  head,  stands  the 
single  sensitive  principle  which  dominates  and  harmonizes 
them  all,  a  principle  whose  prevailing  taste  is  what  deter- 

have  some  notion  of  physics  and  mathe-  which  nature  is  manifestly  seen  to  be 

matics,  inasmuch  as  it  will  enable  them  regulated  by  that  most  beautiful  law 

to  recognise  that  the  isochronism  of  which  we  have  called  the  law  of  the 

forces  is  simply  one  of  those  cases  io  least  means*    See  Theodicy^  494*503* 

QQ  2 


628  PSYCHOLOGY. 

mines  the  tnie  plcasi^re  enjoyed  by  man.  Hence,  also,  the 
simultaneous,  as  well  as  the  successive  action  of  the  dif- 
ferent sensories,  receives  a  supreme  rule  which  determines 
their  times  of  action,  its  pauses,  its  proportions,  its  inten- 
sities, &c. 

1774.  Finally,  in  man,  besides  the  animal  feelingy  there 
are  the  intellective  feeling  and  the  moral  feeling,  two  very 
lofty  feelings,  which  also  have  a  natural  harmony  in  their 
actions  and  in  their  pleasures.     And  just  as  the  intellective 

feelings  with  its  special  harmony,  which,  as  being  of  a  more 
sublime  order,  ought  to  prevail,  modifies  in  man  the  animal 
harmony,  and  joins  it  to  itself;  so  the  moral  feelings  with 
its  special  harmony,  modifies  and  tempers  the  intellective- 
animal  harmony,  joining  and  subjecting  it  to  itself;  so  that 
out  of  all  together  there  results  a  single  harmony  with  a 
single  most  lofty  unity. 

1775.  Hence  in  man  the  following  harmonies,  which 
merge  into  one,  are  fore-ordained  and  pre-established : 

I .°  The  harmony  of  the  naturally  successive  acts  of  the 
single  sensories ; 

2.°  The  harmony  of  the  sensories  with  each  other,  pro- 
duced by  the  unity  of  the  sensitive  principle  and  giving 
rise  to  animal  harmony ; 

3.°  The  animal  harmony  dominated  and  informed  by  the 
intellective  principle,  and  thus  giving  rise  to  intellective- 
animal  harmony ; 

4.°  The  intellective-animal  harmony  dominated,  informed 
and  completed  by  the  moral  principle.  This  last  is  truly  the 
entire  harmony  of  man — human  harmony. 

1776.  In  all  this  complex  of  harmonious  activities  there 
is,  pre-determined  by  nature,  a  certain  succession  of  acts 
variously  ordered  between  them. 

Man  has  an  instinct  inclining  him  to  this  succession  ; 
but  this  truly  human  instinct  does  not  always  act  with  full 
vigour,  either  on  account  of  some  deficiency  affecting  itself, 
or  on  account  of  the  weakness  and  viciousness  of  the  indi- 
vidual ;  and  when  this  takes  place  there  arise  disJiarmonies 
in  man.     But  these  disharmonies  which  betoken  weakness 
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and  vice  in  the  great  human  instinct,  do  not  prove  that  it 
ceases  to  act  altogether.  It  does  act,  and  the  partial 
harmonious  instincts  act  along  with  it ;  and  this  complex 
of  activities  is  what  determines  the  successive  dispositions, 
the  propensities  and  the  aversions  which  individuals  exhibit 
in  the  course  of  their  earthly  existence,  nations  in  their 
lives,  and  the  ages  in  their  continual  revolutions. 

1777.  Let  us  apply  these  principles  to  explain  certain 
human  phenomena. 

Whence  the  continual  changes  of  fashion  ?  Are  they 
the  effects  of  the  mere  humour  or  caprice  of  the  vain,  or  of 
the  schemes  of  speculators  ?  So  it  is  commonly  believed ; 
people  are  wont  to  ascribe  to  accident  those  things  whose 
cause  remains  hidden,  because  too  deep,  too  difficult  to  dis- 
cover. But  if  we  carefully  consider  this  singular  fact, 
which  manifests  itself  more  or  less  in  all  nations  that  have 
reached  a  certain  degfree  of  refinement,  we  shall  easily  see 
how  impossible  it  is  for  the  mere  arbitrary  will  of  the  few 
who  first  introduce  a  new  style  of  dress  or  ornament  to 
make  a  whole  nation  accept  its  fiat  with  such  readiness 
that  it  seems,  as  it  were,  dragged  to  that  style  with  one 
accord  and  without  the  power  of  resistance.  Much  less 
can  the  universal  taste  shape  and  change  itself  every  day 
for  the  benefit  of  speculators,  who  do  not  form  that  taste,  but 
speculate  upon  it.  On  the  other  hand,  if  you  ask  the  bon 
tofty  as  the  French  say,  of  either  sex,  they  will  assure  you 
that  the  new  fashions  are  really  the  nicest,  and  that  the 
fashion  in  vogue  for  some  time,  though  at  first  very  beauti- 
ful, after  a  while,  displeases,  annoys,  in  fact,  seems  nothing 
less  than  an  oddity.  It  is,  therefore,  impossible  not  to 
believe  that  on  the  arrival  of  Ihe  latest  fashiofi  these  persons 
do  not  really  experience  an  agfreeable  feeling,  and  that 
the  preceding  fashion  really  seems  to  them  unsightly.  The 
explanation  which  we  give  of  this  phenomenon,  frivolous 
in  appearance,  but  in  reality  most  worthy  of  philosophic 
attention — a  phenomenon  which  shows  itself  most  con- 
spicuously and  precociously  in-  capitals — certainly  does 
not  justify  the  fickleness  which  it  implies  in  the  votaries 
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of  so  changeable  and  inexorable  a  goddess  as  fashion  is. 
Indeed,  we  must  suppose,  first  of  all,  that  where  fashion 
begins  to  establish  its  reign,  the  feeling  for  that  com- 
plex of  sensuous  pleasures  which  fashion  itself  presents 
with  ever  new  variations — and  which  results  from  an  in- 
finite multitude  of  most  subtle  elements,  ethereal  essences, 
so  to  speak,  forming,  as  Dante  would  say,  an  indts- 
tinct  unknown — has  been  developed  and  actuated.  In  a 
rude  society,  or  in  one  that  is  too  young  and  severe,  this 
feeling  remains  dormant.  Given,  then,  that  such  feeling 
and  the  consequent  instinct  has  been  roused,  actuated, 
refined,  we  do  not  hesitate  to  affirm,  that  in  the  invention 
of  the  fashions  which  it  every  day  creates  and  every  day 
destroys,  it  is  determined  by  the  Icm  of  successive  harmony ; 
which  causes  this  instinct,  resulting  from  innumerable  feel- 
ings and  special  instincts,  to  demand  for  its  gratification 
just  those  particular  new  forms  and  no  others.  This 
wonderful  law,  therefore,  secretly  determines  the  longer  or 
shorter  duration  of  the  usages,  as  well  as  their  kind,  and 
contains  the  natural  reason  why,  for  example,  this  particular 
cut  for  dress  is  succeeded  in  preference  by  that  other,  this 
particular  colour  or  this  particular  form  of  ornament  by 
that  other,  &c.,  as  also  why  the  new  usage  pleases  and  the 
old  one  no  longer  does  so.  Hence  the  pleasure  taken  in 
one  fashion  or  usage  must  not  be  attributed  to  its  form  or 
quality  taken  by  its  isolated  self,  but  to  the  circumstance 
of  its  coming  just  at  the  right  place  in  the  whole  succes- 
sion of  feelings.  That  the  thing  is  really  so,  may  perhaps 
be  argued  also  fi-om  the  fact  that  sometimes  the  very  usage 
which  during  the  brief  period  of  its  reign  seems  perfection 
to  the  people  of  one  country,  looks  most  clumsy  to  a 
stranger  just  come  from  a  distant  region,  who  has  not  been 
subjected  to  the  influence  of  the  whole  round  of  the  usages 
that  preceded  the  one  in  question.  A  secret  law,  there- 
fore, determines  the  course  of  usages  and  frivolous  customs 
by  what  may  be  called  a  kind  of  fatality.  A  harmony 
pre-established  by  the  nature  of  feeling  produces  them  one 
after  another ;  and  where  this  feeling  is  most  delicate  and 
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keen,  as  in  capitals,  there  it  pronounces  most  readily  and 
accurately  the  thing  that  suits  it,  and  the  pronounce- 
ment is  received  by  the  public  as  a  kind  of  interpreta- 
tion of  the  common  taste,  which  is  thus  satisfied,  finding 
therein  what  it  vaguely  desired  without  being  able  to  give 
it  shape  or  existence.  Certainly  the  docility  with  which 
every  new  fashion  is  received  is  due  to  innumerable  little 
feelings,  belonging,  as  we  have  said,  to  different  sensories, 
to  different  faculties,  each  of  which  has  a  succession  ot 
acts  which  it  prefers  to  every  other,  because  every  faculty 
is  a  sense,  and,  as  such,  is  subject  to  the  same  law. 

1778.  This  explains,  in  like  manner,  how  it  is  that  the 
course  of  fashions  and  social  manners  differs  with  different 
nations.  Different  circumstances  give  different  dispositions 
to  the  sense  of  these  things,  and  determine  them,  with  an 
equal  fatality,  to  a  different  course. 

1779.  But  the  law  of  successive  harmony  applies  to  other 
and  greater  things  than  fashion  and  social  manners.  In- 
deed, if  we  attentively  consider,  we  shall  find  that  it  pre- 
vails to  an  extent  surpassing  all  belief,  so  that  it  has  an 
immense  influence  in  determining  the  various  customs  of 
peoples,  the  currents  of  their  opinions,  and  even  the  succes- 
sion of  historical  events. 

The  taste  for  art  and  literature  maintains  the  same 
order.  Even  ideas  gain  and  lose  in  splendour  with  the 
changes  of  times,  in  accordance  with  secret  but  inexorable 
laws ;  and  this  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  it  would  have 
been  impossible  for  the  Romans  of  the  time  of  Horace  and 
Ovid  to  set  their  hearts  on  practising  the  stem  virtue  of 
the  Cincinnati,  the  Curii,  and  the  Fabricii.  Having  under- 
gone a  vast  moral  deterioration,  the  later  Romans  were  no 
longer  capable  of  the  feeling  for  such  virtue,  although  they 
retained  the  highest  admiration  for  it  in  their  minds ;  for 
the  mind  does  not  change,  because  it  contemplates  the 
immutable  true  and  the  immutable  beautiful,  which,  unlike 
the  sensible  pleasant,  knows  no  succession. 

Many  other  facts  also  are  subject  to  the  same  law. 
Why,  at  this  or  that  particular  time,  do  certain  universal 
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tastes  irresistibly  manifest  themselves  r  Why  certain 
opinions,  certain  characteristic  ways  of  action  ? — ^If  to  the 
law  of  fiar^nofiious  success io7i  we  unite  the  law  of  the  spon- 
taneity of  direct  life,  this  phenomenon  will  be  fully  ex- 
plained; the  apparent  leap  will  disappear,  because  that 
leap  will  be  seen  to  be  merely  a  sudden  manifestation,  in 
reflection  and  consciousness,  of  a  work  which  was  pre- 
viously going  on  within  men  inadvertently  and  uncon- 
sciously. 

It  is  enough  for  us  to  have  alluded  to  this  subject, 
which  offers  a  vast  field  for  meditation.  The  philosophers 
who  come  after  us,  and  have  more  leisure  and  capabilities 
than  we,  will  perhaps  be  able  to  cultivate  it  with  profit. 


N,B, — A    General    Index    of  Authors,    of  Scriptural    Quotations,    and    of 

Matters,  will  be  given  at  the  end  of  Vol,  III, 
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